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Ibis  is  the  seventh  annual  report  submitted  pursuant  to  section 
203  of  the  Ports  and  Waterways  Safety  Act  of  1972.  This  Act  was  amended 
by  the  Port  and  Tanker  Safety  Act  of  1978  enacted  October  17,  1978 
(Public  Law  95-474).  Future  annual  reports  to  Congress  will  be  in 

accordance  with  this  amendment.  2. _ . 

The  Ports  and  Waterways  Safety  Act  of  1972,  Title  II,  Vessels 
Carrying  Certain  Cargoes  in  Bulk,  which  amended  the  Tank  Vessel  Act 
(46  U.S.C.  391a),  states  in  section  44l7a(7)(A)  of  the  Revised  Statutes: 
The  Secretary  shall  begin  publication  as  soon  as  practicable  of 
proposed  rules  and  regulations  setting  forth  minimum  standards 
of  design,  construction,  alteration  and  repair  of  the  vessels 
to  which  this  section  applies  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the 
marine  environment.  Such  rules  and  regulations  shall,  to  the 
extent  possible,  include  but  not  be  limited  to  standards  to 
improve  vessel  maneuverability  and  stopping  ability  and  other- 
wise reduce  the  possibility  of  collision,  grounding  or  other 
accident,  and  to  reduce  the  damage  to  the  marine  environment 
by  normal  vessel  operations  such  as  ballasting  and  deballasting, 
cargo  handling,  and  other  activities. 

Section  203  of  the  Act  requires  an  annual  report  to  Congress, 
as  follows: 

Section  203*  The  Secretary  of  the  Department  in  which  the  Coast 
Guard  is  operating  shall,  for  a period  of  ten  years  following 
the  enactment  of  this  title,  make  a report  to  the  Congress  at  the 
beginning  of  each  regular  session,  regarding  his  activities  under 
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this  title.  Such  report  shall  Include  but  not  be  limited  to  (A)  a 
description  of  the  rules  and  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
(i)  to  improve  vessel  maneuvering  and  stopping  ability  and  otherwise 
reduce  the  risks  of  collisions,  groundings  and  other  accidents,  (ii)  to 
reduce  cargo  loss  in  the  event  of  collisions,  groundings  and  other 
accidents,  and  (iii)  to  reduce  the  damage  to  the  marine  environment 
from  the  normal  operation  of  the  vessels  to  which  this  title  applies, 

(B)  the  progress  made  with  respect  to  the  adoption  of  international 
standards  for  the  design,  construction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  vessels 
to  which  this  title  applies  for  protection  of  the  marine  environment, 
and  (C)  to  the  extent  that  the  Secretary  finds  standards  with  respect 
to  the  design,  construction,  alteration  and  repair  of  vessels  for  the 
purpose  set  forth  in  (A)  (i),  (ii),  or  (iii)  above  not  possible,  an 
explanation  of  the  reasons  therefore. 


The  Secretary  of  Transportation  has  delegated  authority  to  the 
Comnandant  of  the  l).  S.  Coast  Guard  to  issue  regulations  to  implement 
the  provisions  of  the  Act.  Additionally,  Part  D includes  other  activi 
ties  relative  to  this  Act. 


EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Oil  Pollution  in  the  marine  environment  continues  to  be  a major 
concern  both  nationally  and  internationally.  Tank  vessel  accidents 
causing  large  oil  spills,  such  as  the  grounding  of  the  SS  AMOCO  CADIZ 
off  the  coast  of  France,  continue  to  focus  public  attention  on  damage 
to  the  marine  environment. 

The  SS  AMOCO  CADIZ  (Liberian  Flag)  ran  aground  March  13,  1978  on 
the  French  coastline  near  Portsall,  a small  fishing  port  on  the  north- 
west coast  of  Brittany.  During  inclement  weather,  the  vessel  experi- 
enced a steering  failure  and  grounded,  with  immediate  cargo  (crude  oil) 
leakage  into  the  sea.  Subsequently,  the  ship  broke  in  two,  forward  of 
the  bridge  and  continued  to  break  up  due  to  heavy  seas  until  its  final 
intentional  destruction  (by  bombardment)  caused  all  of  the  remaining 
oil  to  be  discharged  into  the  sea.  A total  of  220,000  tons  of  oil  was 
spilled.  The  winds  and  current  carried  the  oil  to  the  shoreline  and 
seriously  damaged  the  rich  fishing,  shell  fishing  and  sea  bird  wildlife 
areas.  The  long-term  effects  of  this  spill  cannot  yet  be  assessed. 

The  adverse  environmental  and  economic  effects  of  this  type  of 
incident  continue  to  demonstrate  the  need  for  ongoing  efforts  to  improve 
the  safety  of  maritime  transportation  systems. 

The  majority  of  the  tanker  safety  and  pollution  prevention  Presi- 

» 

dential  Initiatives  proposed  in  1977  by  President  Carter  have  been 
achieved  internationally  as  a result  of  the  February  1978  International 
Conference  on  Tanker  Safety  and  Pollution  Prevention  (TSPP).  This  Con- 
ference considered  proposals  for  modifications  to  the  International 
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Convention  for  the  Prevention  of  Pollution  from  Ships,  1973  (MARPOL  73) > 
and  the  International  Convention  for  Safety  of  Life  at  Sea,  197^  (SOLAS 
7*0,  along  with  alternatives  proposed  by  other  nations  during  prepara- 
tory meetings  sponsored  by  the  Intergovernmental  Maritime  Consultative 
Organization  (IMCO).  The  conference  was  attended  by  delegates  from  62 
nations,  16  international  organizations,  and  observers  from  three  ad- 
ditional nations.  The  U.  S.  delegation  was  headed  by  the  Deputy 
Secretary  of  Transportation  and  included  representatives  from  the  U.  S. 
Congress,  the  State  Department,  the  Coast  Guard,  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Agency  (EPA),  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ),  the 
National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration  (NOAA),  the  Maritime 
Administration  (MARAD),  industry,  labor  and  non-governmental  environ- 
mental organizations. 

During  the  conference,  three  committees  were  established  and  joint 
working  groups  were  formed  to  consider  package  proposals  submitted  by 
the  joint  Maritime  Safety  Comnittee/Marine  Environmental  Protection 
Committee  (MSC/MEPC)  for'  inclusion  in  Protocols  modifying  MARPOL  73  and 
SOLAS  7^.  The  working  groups  considered  and  made  recommendations  con- 
cerning the  following  proposals: 

1.  Second  Radar  and  Collision  Avoidance  Assistance  (CAA); 

2.  Improved  Steering  Standards  for  Tankers; 

3.  Inspection  and  Certification  of  Tank  Vessels; 

4.  Double  Bottom/ Protective  Location  of  Segregated  Ballast  Tanks; 

5*  Clean  Ballast  Tank  (CBT)  Guidelines; 

6.  Crude  Oil  Washing  (COW);  and 


7.  Specific  Trade  and  Special  Ballast  Conditions. 

The  working  group  recommendations  were  resolved  by  the  committees 
and  adopted  by  the  Conference  as  Protocols  to  improve  and  expand  the 
requirements  of  MARPOL  73  and  SOLAS  74. 

Regulations  to  implement  the  TSPP  Conference  have  been  drafted. 
Following  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  Transportation,  it  is  expected 
these  regulations  will  be  published  as  notices  of  proposed  rulemaking 
in  early  1979* 

Che  of  the  key  Initiatives  discussed  at  the  TSPP  Conference  was 
Crude  Oil  Washing  (COW).  COW  is  an  operational  procedure  which  uses 
crude  oil  to  clean  cargo  tanks.  This  technique  has  been  developed 
since  the  opening  sessions  of  MARPOL  73*  In  a very  short  period,  COW 
has  evolved  from  a tank  cleaning  procedure  practiced  by  a few  major  oil 
companies  to  an  internationally  accepted  method  of  reducing  operational 
pollution.  This  fact  is  further  evidenced  by  the  1978  TSPP  Conference's 
recognition  of  the  environmental  benefits  obtained  from  using  COW,  and 
its  decision  to  include  COW  procedures  on  new  and  existing  crude  oil 
tankers.  The  Coast  Guard  completed  a study  evaluating  the  costs  and 
benefits  of  COW  and  one  of  the  conclusions  states: 

Crude  Oil  Washing  (COW)  is  a viable  process.  The  economics  of 
COW  are  proven  and,  from  an  operational  standpoint,  COW  is  an 
acceptable  alternative  to  Segregated  Ballast  Tanks  (SBT's)  for 
existing  vessels.  Because  COW  is  an  operational  procedure, 
certain  precautions  must  be  observed  to  ensure  that  COW  is  being 
conducted  in  the  safest  and  most  effective  manner.  If  the 

5 


tsz&r- 


specifications  developed  by  the  TSPP  Conference  are  followed,  COW 
oan  be  both  a safe  and  effective  method  of  cleaning  tanks.  The 
Coast  Guard  published  a notice  which  sets  forth  the  Coast  Guard's 
intention  with  regard  to  the  implementation  of  regulations,  pro- 
cedures for  COW,  and  other  1978  TSPP  Conference  Protocols. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  initiated  a regulatory  project  concerning  tank 
barges  which  proposes  double  hull  construction  for  all  new  tank  barges. 

This  project  is  based  upon  several  studies  performed  in  recent  years  and 
is  also  in  response  to  the  Presidential  Initiatives  of  March  1977.  In 
addition,  the  Coast  Guard  intends  to  publish  an  advance  notice  of  pro- 
posed rulemaking  suggesting  proposed  regulations  for  the  existing  tank 
barge  fleet  to  prevent  pollution  caused  by  hull  damage  and  hasten  the 
conversion  to  a double  hull  tank  barge  fleet.  Comments  will  be  solicited 
from  all  interested  parties  concerning  the  feasibility  of  the  proposed 
approach  and  possible  alternatives. 

The  International  Conference  on  Training  and  Certification  of  Sea- 
farers was  held  during  June  and  July  1978.  At  the  Conference,  delegates 
from  72  nations  agreed  on  the  text  of  the  world's  first  international 
convention  establishing  basic  requirements  for  training,  certification 
and  watchkeeping  for  masters,  officers  and  crews  of  seagoing  merchant 
ships.  Additional  requirements  regarding  the  training  and  qualification 
of  masters,  officers  and  ratings  for  oil,  chemical  and  liquified  gas 
tankers  were  developed  as  a result  of  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Conference. 
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The  Port  and  Tinker  Safety  Act  of  1978  (Public  Law  95-474,  October 
17,  1978)  directs  the  Coast  Guard  to  undertake  the  following  activities: 

1.  Promulgate  conditions  of  port  entry  for  tank  vessels. 

2.  Allow  expansion  of  current  vessel  traffic  services  to  include 
reporting  and  operating  requirements,  routing  systems,  fairways  and 
possible  requirements  for  surveillance  and  communications  equipment. 

3.  Conduct  a study  of  traffic  density  and  evaluate  the  need  for 
additional  safe  access  routes.  This  study  is  to  be  undertaken  within 
six  months. 

4.  Establish  a mandatory  annual  inspection  or  examination  program 
for  all  tank  vessels  servicing  U.S.  ports. 

5.  Establish  improved  standards  for  pilots,  vessel  operating  per- 
sonnel and  minimum  vessel  manning. 

6.  Develop  a Marine  Safety  Information  System  for  tank  vessels  to 
provide  details  of  ownership,  financial  responsibility,  registration 
information,  accounts  of  accidents  or  serious  repair  problems,  and  a 
record  of  prior  inspections  and  examinations. 

7.  Develop  detailed  regulations  for  the  conduct  of  lightering 
operations. 

8.  Specify  design  and  construction  requirements  for  crude  oil 
tankers  engaged  in  transfer  of  oil  from  the  (Xiter  Continental  Shelf. 
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REPORT  TO  CONGRESS 


I*  A description  of  the  rules  and  regulations  PL  92-340 

prescribed  by  the  Secretary  (and  related  Sec . 203 

research  and  development  work). 

The  activities  addressed  below  are  divided  into  sections  which  are 
set  forth  in  the  Act.  Ihe  regulations  in  Section  A are  designed  to  pre- 
vent collisions,  thus  preventing  possible  pollution.  The  regulations 
in  Section  B are  designed  to  minimize  possible  pollution  by  reducing 
the  outflow  of  cargo  after  a collision.  The  regulations  in  Section  C 
are  designed  to  prevent  operational  pollution  not  related  to  a vessel 
casualty.  These  classifications  are  used  in  the  organization  of  this 
report . 

A.  To  improve  vessel  maneuvering  and  stopping  PL  92-340 

ability  and  otherwise  reduce  the  possibility  Sec . 203 

ot  collisions,  groundings  and  other  accidents. 

An  analysis  of  the  tank  vessel  system  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
ducing the  probability  of  collisions,  groundings,  and  other  accidents 
and  to  improve  tank  vessel  maneuvering  capability,  has  progressed  along 
four  areas  involving  tank  vessel  operations  in  the  marine  environment. 
These  areas  are: 

- Vessel  system  performance  in  the  marine  domain ; 

- Human  performance  analysis  in  the  marine  domain ; 

- Analysis  methodology  development ; and 

- Foreign  tank  vessel  examinations. 

1.  Vessel  system  performance  in  the  marine  domain. 

The  Coast  Guard  is  continuing  the  task  of  acquiring  the 
basic  information  needed  to  establish  performance  boundaries  for  the 
vessel  sub-systems  in  order  to  define  acceptable  accident  involvement 
probabilities  or  risk  levels  in  merchant  vessel  operations.  Current 
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efforts  in  this  task  are  described  below.  These  efforts  are  divided 
into  two  parts: 

a.  Regulations  relating  to  vessel  system  performance. 

(1)  Notice  of  proposed  rulemaking,  Federal  Register, 

VOL.  M3.  No.  77,  Thursday.  April  20,  1978  (See  Appendix  1). 

Note:  Fined  regulations  for  Inert  Gas  Systems  have  been  delayed  as  a 
result  of  revised  applicability  to  new  vessels  as  defined  by  the  1978 
SOLAS  Protocols.  Because  of  this,  the  regulations  will  have  to  be  re- 
vised as  a new  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking. 

(2)  46  CFR  Parts  32,  35,  77.  78,  96,  97,  167,  184, 

185,  195,  and  196  - Vessel  inspection  regulations. 

Cn  January  31,  1977,  the  Coast  Guard  published 
a rule  in  the  Federal  Register  interrelated  with  the  Navigation  Safety 
Regulations  (33  CFR  Part  164).  The  Vessel  Inspection  regulations  re- 
quire certain  items  of  equipment,  such  as  magnetic  compasses,  gyro- 
compasses, radiotelephones  and  radar,  on  U.  S.  vessels. 

(3)  33  CFR  Part  164  - Navigation  safety 
requirements  - proposed  electronic  navigation  equipment  for  vessels  of 
I,b0(!)  gross  tons  or  more. 

A notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  was  published 
in  the  Federal  Register  on  November  14,  1977  proposing  to  amend  the 
navigation  safety  requirements  for  vessels  of  1,600  gross  tons  or  more 
which  were  published  on  January  31 > 1977.  This  proposed  amendment, 
with  certain  exceptions,  would  require  all  vessels  calling  at  ports  in 
the  continental  U.S.  or  the  Gulf  of  Alaska  to  have: 

- A LORAN-C  receiver  that  is  warranted  by  the  manufacturer  as  meeting 
specified  requirements;  or 

- A continual  update,  satellite-based  hybrid  navigation  receiver 
(i.e.,  satellite/doppler , satellite/inertial,  or  satellite/omega)  that 
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is  warranted  by  the  manufacturer  as  meeting  specified  requirements;  or 

- A receiver  other  than  a LORAN-C  or  satellite  hybrid  receiver, 

that  the  Conroandant  finds  as  meeting  the  intent  of  the  statements  of 

availability,  coverage,  and  accuracy  for  the  U.  S.  Coastal  Confluence 

Zone,  contained  in  the  U.  S.  Department  of  Transportation  National  Plan 

for  Navigation,  as  amended.  A final  rule  is  expected  to  be  published 

during  the  first  quarter  of  1979. 

(4)  33  CFR  Part  157  - Improved  emergency  steering 
standards  for  oil  tankers. 

Ch  May  16,  1977,  the  Coast  Guard  published  a notice 
of  proposed  rulemaking,  to  amend  the  rules  for  protection  of  the 
marine  environment  relating  to  tank  vessels  carrying  oil  in  bulk  by 
requiring  improved  emergency  steering  standards  for  all  tank  vessels  of 
20,000  dead  weight  tons  (dwt)  or  more,  both  U.S.  and  foreign,  that  call 
at  U.S.  ports.  This  proposal  implements  the  portion  of  the  President's 
message  of  March  17,  1977  to  Congress  concerning  measures  for  reducing 
pollution  caused  by  tank  vessel  accidents. 

The  TSPP  Conference  has  since  adopted  a set  of  im- 
proved steering  gear  standards  which  are  essentially  the  same  as  stand- 
ards set  out  in  the  Tank  Vessel  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Port  and  Tanker 
Safety  Act  (PTSA)  of  1978*  The  Coast  (Xiard  published  a notice  setting 
forth  a plan  (Appendix  1)  to  adopt  these  standards  which,  when  published 
as  proposed  rules,  will  replace  the  May  16,  1977  notice. 

Adoption  of  improved  steering  gear  standards  would 
reduce  the  probability  of  collision  and  grounding  of  oil  tank  vessels 
caused  by  steering  failure  and  would,  therefore,  reduce  the  risk  of  oil 
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pollution  as  well  as  property  damage,  personal  injury  and  death  that 
could  result  from  these  accidents. 

(5)  33  CFR  Part  164  - Vessels  of  10,000  gross  tons  or 
more,  proposed  additional  equipment 

The  Coast  Guard  has  amended  the  Navigation  Safety 
Regulations  by  adding  a requirement  for  vessels  of  10,000  gross  tons  (gt) 
or  more,  both  U.S.  and  foreign,  calling  at  U.S.  ports  to  have  a second 
radar  system.  This  amendment  was  published  as  a final  rule  on  July  24, 
1978  (Appendix  2).  This  amendment  implements  that  part  of  the  Presi- 
dent's message  to  Congress  which  considers  a requirement  for  backup 
radar  systems  on  all  tank  vessels  of  10,000  gt  and  over  entering  U.S. 
ports-  The  proposed  requirement  for  collision  avoidance  aids  was 
withdrawn  pending  international  action  on  the  matter.  Further  rule- 
making  will  be  evaluated  in  1979*  The  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  for 
collision  avoidance  aids  was  withdrawn  to  allow  IMC0  to  develop  specifi- 
cations for  the  equipment.  A new  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  will  be 
published  to  meet  the  requirement  of  the  PTSA  of  1978. 

(6)  Other  regulations. 

Other  rulemaking  activity  related  to  the  Ports  and 
Waterways  Safety  Act  is  listed  in  Appendix  3* 

b.  Research  relating  to  vessel  system  performance. 

See  Additional  Initiatives  on  page  36* 

2.  Human  performance  analysis  in  the  marine  domain. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  continued  to  pursue  its  efforts  in  the 
development  of  further  information  and  data  on  the  interactions  of  the 
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hunan  controller,  the  complex  vessel  subsystems,  people,  training, 
equipment  and  the  environment  in  ship  navigation. 

tti  an  international  level,  a Coast  Guard  officer  serves  as 
the  U.S.  delegate  on  the  Intergovernmental  Maritime  Consultative  Organ- 
ization ( IMCO)  Subcommittee  on  Standards  of  Training  and  Watchkeeping. 
This  Subcommittee,  at  its  10th  Session,  completed  a draft  International 
Convention  on  Training  and  Certification  of  Seafarers  for  later  presen- 
tation to  the  IMCO/International  Labor  Organization  (ILO)  Conference 
which  was  held  fhom  June  14  to  July  7,  1978.  This  Conference  adopted 
the  text,  with  some  amendments,  as  the  final  act  of  the  International 
Convention  on  Standards  of  Training,  Certification  and  Watchkeeping  for 
Seafarers,  1978.  The  Convention  incorporates  special  requirements  for 
tankers;  i.e.,  Mandatory  Minimum  Requirements  for  the  Training  and 
Qjalifications  of  testers,  Officers,  and  Ratings  of  Oil,  Chemical  and 
Liquefied  Gas  Tankers.  The  Coast  Guard  is  urging  rapid  acceptance  of 
this  Convention  by  all  nations. 

Domestically,  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  will  publish  a notice  of 
proposed  rulemaking  regarding  the  training  and  qualification  of  masters, 
officers,  and  ratings  for  oil,  chemical  and  liquefied  gas  tankers  as  a 
result  of  the  resolutions  developed  at  the  International  Conference  on 
Training  and  Certification  of  Seafarers  (June-July  1978).  A copy  of  the 
results  of  the  Conference  is  attached  as  Appendix  4 (FR  of  July  31, 

1978).  Future  work  of  the  Standards  of  Training  and  Watchkeeping  Sub- 
comnittee  will  include  the  development  of  minimum  international  standards 
for  vessel  manning. 
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3.  Analysis  methodology  development. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  continued  its  efforts  in  the  develop- 


ment of  methods  that  will  aid  in  the  analysis  and  evaluation  of  alter- 
natives for  the  reduction  of  accidents. 

One  study  effort  in  this  area  is  the  development  of  a 
mathematical  model  of  a river  tow.  The  first  phase  of  this  effort  was 
directed  toward  formulating  the  equations  of  motion  for  a river  tow, 
carrying  out  of  captive  model  tests,  and  then  using  the  hydrodynamic 
data  from  these  tests  to  simulate  river  towboat  maneuvering.  This 
phase  was  completed  in  1978  and  is  available  in  two  parts  from  the 
National  Technical  Information  Service  (NTIS): 

- Simulation  of  fridge  Collision  Incidents  Involving  Inland  Water- 
way Tows,  July  1978  NTIS  AD  A0536M;  and 

- Simulation  of  fridge  Col  ’.ision  Incidents  Involving  Inland  Water- 
way Tows:  Program  Users  Doci  station,  June  1978  NTIS  AD  A058321. 

The  next  phase  o:  nis  effort  is  to  verify  the  model  by 
using  full  scale  measurements.  This  phase  started  in  late  1978  and  is 
expected  to  take  three  years. 

A second  study  involves  the  simulations  of  maneuvering 
motion  of  an  80,000  dwt  tank  vessel.  Present  efforts  involve  the  re- 
finement of  the  simulator  by  using  scale  model  tests  for  verification. 
This  mathematical  model  will  be  used  to  simulate  a tanker  entering  New 
York  harbor.  A report  of  this  study  will  not  be  available  until  early 
1979.  The  model  is  presently  being  used  by  the  Coast  (Xiard  to  continue 
to  study  vessels  entering  harbors.  The  maneuvering  model  is  also  being 


used  as  a tool  to  compare  maneuvering  characteristics  of  various  size 
tankers  in  the  Presidential  Initiatives  (see  para.  M,  page  38)* 


The  Coast  Guard  is  using  the  simulator  at  the  Maritime 
Administration's  Computer  Aided  Operations  Research  Facility  (CAORF)  to 
study  mariner  safety  behavior.  The  first  study  explored  the  mariners' 
understanding  and  use  of  changes  to  the  rules  of  the  road  as  a function 
of  training  and  of  ship  type.  The  key  change  studied  was  the  new  free- 
dom of  stand-on  vessels  to  avoid  crossing  collisions.  Effects  of  traffic, 
sea  room  limitation,  and  situation  ambiguity  were  considered. 

An  additional  study  was  undertaken  by  the  Coast  Guard  to 
determine  the  feasibility  of  requiring  shiphandling  simulator  training 
for  those  masters,  mates  and  pilots  serving  on  large  vessels.  Phase  I 
was  completed  in  late  1978.  While  the  report  will  not  be  published 
until  early  1979,  the  objective  of  this  study  was  to  derive  an  evalu- 
ation criteria  for  acceptable  simulator  training.  In  addition,  this 
study  should  point  out  the  possible  shortcomings  of  using  simulators 
for  training  and  evaluation.  (See  Crew  Standards  and  Training  under 
Status  of  Presidential  Initiatives,  page  29.) 

The  U.  S.  Coast  Guard  has  recently  undertaken  three  major 
navigation  studies:  Che  study,  Pilotage  in  the  Port  of  New  York,  is  a 
fundamental,  detailed  investigation  of  the  process  and  practices  of 
ship  navigation  within  U.S.  ports;  a second  study  of  Task  Performance 
Problems  in  Reports  of  Collisions,  Rammings,  and  Groundings  in  Harbors 
and  Entrances,  describes  the  environmental  and  human  factors  in  those 
accidents  where  this  information  can  be  extracted  from  written  Coast 
Guard  casualty  reports;  and  the  third  study  is  titled  Human  and  Physi- 
cal Factors  Affecting  Collisions,  Rammings  and  Groundings  on 
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Western  Rivers  and  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterways.  Insights  provided  by 
these  studies  are  expected  to  help  define  specific  problems  and  poten- 
tial solutions  relating  directly  to  effective  casualty  reduction. 

4.  Foreign  tank  vessel  examinations. 

As  a result  of  the  large  number  of  tanker  incidents  during 
the  winter  of  1976-1977*  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard,  as  part  of  its  foreign 
tank  vessel  examination  program,  focused  on  eliminating  possible 
dangerous  cargo  vapor  emissions  and  likely  sources  of  vapor  ignition. 

The  initial  scope  of  the  examination  program  has  been  expanded  to  en- 
sure that  each  foreign  flag  vessel  entering  U.S.  waters  is  in  compliance 
with  the  general  safety  control  provisions  of  SOLAS  60,  the  applicable 
international  loadline  convention  (1930  or  1966),  and  all  applicable 
U.S.  regulations.  The  minimum  manning  by  licensed  officers  for  the  safe 
operation  of  the  vessel  is  also  verified  during  the  examination. 

Analysis  of  available  data  concerning  the  results  of  exam- 
inations conducted  from  January  1977  through  June  1978  shows  that  the 
program  has  achieved  a measure  of  success  with  respect  to  raising  the 
overall  level  of  safety  of  tankers  calling  at  our  ports.  Appendix  5 
contains  a description  of  the  USCG  foreign  tank  vessel  examination  pro- 
gram and  an  analysis  of  the  results. 

B.  To  reduce  loss  in  the  event  of  collisions,  PL  92-340 

groundings,  and  other  accidents.  Sec . 203 

1.  Rulemaking  activity. 

The  International  Conference  on  Tanker  Safety  and  Pollution 
Prevention  was  held  in  London,  Ehgland,  from  February  6-17,  1978  to 
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consider  the  U.S.  initiatives  together  with  alternative  measures  for- 
mulated at  the  previously  held  MSC/MEPC  Joint  Meeting.  The  results 
of  the  Conference  are  summarized  in  Appendix  6. 


Measures  adopted  by  the  Conference  are  included  in  Annexes 
to  Protocols  to  the  two  major  Conventions,  MARPOL  73  and  SOLAS  74,  and 
as  Resolutions  adopted  by  the  Conference.  Copies  of  these  two  Proto- 
cols are  included  as  Appendix  7 and  8 respectively.  The  target  date 
for  the  entry  into  force  of  the  1973  Convention,  as  modified  by  its 
Protocol,  is  June  1981.  The  effective  date  of  the  1974  Convention  is 
June  1979.  The  Coast  Guard  intends  to  construct  regulatory  implementa- 
tion of  these  new  requirements  so  that  they  come  into  force  no  later 
than  the  dates  contained  in  the  Resolutions  and  Protocols  adopted  by 
the  Conference. 

The  anticipated  plan  for  regulatory  implementation  by  the 
Coast  Guard  of  the  results  of  the  Conference  is  included  as  Appendix  1. 
A revision  of  this  initial  notice  is  included  in  Appendix  9* 

In  support  of  the  work  done  preliminary  to  the  Conference, 
a Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  was  filed  with  the  Council  of 
Environmental  Quality.  A copy  of  this  statement  is  included  as  Appen- 
dix 10. 

2.  Research. 

The  Liquefied  Natural  Gas  (LNG)  cargo  tank  design  research 
project  has  been  completed  and  a final  report,  Summary  of  Development 
of  LNG  Thnk  Design  Acceleration  Rules,  has  been  published.  This  report 
shows  that  vertical  acceleration  of  the  cargo  was  the  single  most 
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important  component  which  determines  the  design  pressure.  This  report 
is  available  from  the  National  Technical  Information  Service  under 
accession  nunber  AD  A038647. 

The  Coast  Guard  is  investigating  the  behavior  of  unconfined 
fuel-air  clouds  when  ignited.  Liquefied  Natural  Gas  (LNG)  and  Liquefied 
Petroleum  Gas  (LPG)  are  of  primary  interest  in  this  vapor  cloud  explo- 
sion study.  Work  performed  in  1978  included  a series  of  LNG  pool  fires, 
LNG  cloud  fires,  tests  of  a series  of  LNG  vapor  detectors,  and  the  de- 
velopment of  a laser  vapor  detector.  Partial  funding  was  received  from 
the  Department  of  Ehergy  with  the  work  performed  at  the  Naval  Weapons 
Center,  China  Lake,  California. 

In  a related  effort,  the  Coast  Guard  considered  the  possi- 
bility of  detonation  of  an  unconfined  methane  vapor  cloud.  The  research 
used  the  technique  known  as  the  "IXiel-FAEw  (Fuel-Air  Explosive)  at 
Sandia  Laboratories,  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico.  The  test  series  were  con- 
ducted in  mid-December  and  the  final  report  will  be  issued  in  early  1979. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  underway  a long-term  effort  to  develop 
a complete  risk  analysis  system.  Currently,  the  Chemical  Hazards  Re- 
sponse Information  System  (CHRIS)  and  the  Hazard  Assessment  Computer 
System  (HACS)  a computerized  version  of  CHRIS,  is  a planning  tool  used 
to  estimate  the  losses  of  people  and  property  as  a consequence  of  an 
accident.  Work  in  1978  focused  on  the  development  of  one  new  model  and 
the  improvement  of  another;  both  will  increase  the  capability  of  CHRIS, 
HACS,  and  the  Population  Vulnerability  Model  (PVM).  A new  system, 
the  Marine  Safety  Management  Methodology  Synthesis  (MSMMS),  is  under 


development  and  Is  intended  to  link  together  the  existing  risk  analysis 
tools  and  fill  in  any  gaps. 


A program  is  continuing  on  wave  group  analysis  and  acci- 
dental  capsizing  simulations.  This  computer  model,  which  is  designed 
to  simulate  large  scale  motions  of  a vessel,  will  be  used  to  predict 
the  conditions  under  which  a vessel  may  capsize.  The  results  of  this 
type  of  simulation  will  be  used  to  develop  design  standards  to  minimize 
the  possibility  of  a vessel  accidentally  capsizing  which  could  lead  to 
pollution  and  loss  of  life. 

The  Coast  Guard-sponsored  Interagency  Ship  Structure  Com- 
mittee serves  as  a focal  point  for  ship  structure  research  conducted  by 
the  Navy,  feritime  Administration,  American  Bureau  of  Shipping,  and  the 


Coast  Guard.  This  committee  has  several  ongoing  projects  that  will  con- 
tribute to  the  general  understanding  of  how  vessels  operate  in  the 
marine  environment  and  the  structural  standards  necessary  to  insure 
their  safe  design. 

The  Cargo  Tank  Vent  System  Study  investigated  the  design  and 
performance  of  cargo  tank  vent  systems.  The  study  has  been  completed 
and  the  following  reports  have  been  published  or  will  be  published  in 
early  1979: 

- Design  Criteria  for  Flame  Control  Devices  for  Cargo  Venting 
Systems,  NTIS  nunber  AD  A015822; 

- Blockage  of  Flame  Control  Devices:  Design  and  Maintenance 
Criteria  NTIS  nunber  AD  AQ15143; 

Note:  NTIS  nunbers  have  not  been  assigned  to  the  following  reports  to  date 

- Pressure  Rise  in  a Vented  Cargo  Thnk  Due  to  External  Heating; 

- Performance  of  Commercially  Available  Flame  Arrestors  for  Butane/ 

Air  and  Qasoline/Air  Mixtures; 
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- Flame  Arrestor  Design  Requirements  for  Prolonged  Exposure  to 
Me thane/ Air,  Butane/Air  and  Gasoline/ Air  Flames; 

- Experimental  Study  of  Flame  Control  Devices  for  Cargo  Venting 
Systems ; 

- Vent  Systems  and  Loading  Criteria  for  Avoiding  Thnk  Overpressuri- 
zation; and 

- Experimental  Evaluation  of  Liquid  Cargo  Thnk  Overpressure. 

In  response  to  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  recom- 
mendations, the  Coast  Guard  is  studying  the  effectiveness  of  flame 
screens  for  stopping  low-speed  turbulent  flame  •'ropagating  in  the  open 
environment.  The  study  will  be  completed  in  late  1979. 

A study  of  the  actions  of  sulphuric  acid  and  oleum,  which 
are  highly  reactive  with  water,  is  being  conducted.  If  a large  release 
of  these  products  occurs,  an  aerosol  or  mist  is  likely.  The  size  and 
composition  of  the  cloud  and  the  conditions  under  which  it  forms  are 
not  precisely  known,  and  it  is  these  properties  that  are  being  investi- 
gated in  this  study.  Chce  these  factors  are  known,  risk  assessment  and 
response  procedures  can  be  developed. 

A study  of  the  behavior  of  anhydrous  ammonia  spills  was 
begun  in  1978.  Spills  on  water  and  on  land  will  give  information  about 
the  dispersion  of  this  toxic  material.  This  study  is  scheduled  for 
completion  in  1980. 

A theoretical  study  sponsored  by  the  Coast  Guard  investi- 
gated and  compared  various  models  for  calculating  the  dispersion  be- 
havior of  vapor  clouds  resulting  from  LNG  spills  on  water.  The  results 
of  the  study  are  reported  in  Predictability  of  LNG  Vapor  Dispersion  from 
Catastrophic  Spills  onto  Water:  An  Assessment,  which  is  available  from 
NT IS  under  accession  nunber  AD  A040525.  The  study  examined  seven  com- 
puterized models  and  determined  that  two  warranted  further  study. 
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These  models  are  being  examined  and  this  work  will  be  completed  in  the 
spring  of  1979. 

In  1978,  the  National  Academy  of  Science  began  a study  of 
the  future  research  needs  of  the  Coast  Guard  in  the  area  of  Liquefied 
Natural  Gas  Safety.  A report  of  this  study  is  due  for  publication  in 
the  spring  of  1979* 

C.  To  reduce  damage  to  the  marine  PL  92-3^0 

environment  from  the  normal  operation  Sec . 203 

of  vessels  to  which  this  title  applies. 

1.  Equipment  requirements. 

In  the  Sixth  Annual  Title  II  Report  dated  January  1978,  the 
Coast  Guard  reported  on  the  preparation  of  proposed  oil  pollution  pre- 
vention regulations  which  would  amend  the  present  oil  pollution  preven- 
tion regulations  and  require,  among  other  things,  oil/water  separators, 
oil  content  monitors  and  oil  content  alarms  on  vessels.  These  proposed 
regulations  were  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  June  27,  1977. 
Extensive  public  conment  has  been  received  and  three  public  hearings 
have  been  held.  As  a result,  several  changes  were  made,  including  the 
postponement  of  the  requirement  for  oil/water  separators,  which  will 
become  the  subject  of  a separate  proposal  following  further  study.  The 
remaining  regulations  cover  equipment  and  operating  requirements  for 
vessels  transferring  250  barrels  or  more  of  oil. 

The  proposed  rules  for  Self-Propelled  Vessels  Carrying  Bulk 
Liquefied  Gases,  which  were  published  on  October  1976,  are  in  the 
last  stages  of  approval  before  publication  in  mid-1979  as  final  rules. 
The  proposed  rules  implement  the  provisions  of  the  IMCO  Code  for  the 
Construction  and  Equipment  of  Ships  Carrying  Liquefied  Gases  in  Bulk, 
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Resolution  A.328(IX).  They  contain  design,  construction,  equipment  and 
operating  requirements  for  self-propelled  vessels  carrying  bulk  lique- 
fied gases.  The  rules  apply  to  new  gas  ships  contracted  for  after 
October  31,  19.76.  A copy  of  this  proposal  was  published  in  the  January 
I978  USCG/DOT  report  to  Congress. 

The  Coast  Guard  published  an  advance  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking  on  June  30,  1977  that  stated  the  intent  to  publish  rules  for 
existing  gas  ships  carrying  liquefied  gases  in  bulk.  It  is  proposed  to 
upgrade  some  current  U.S.  regulations  to  meet  IMCO  standards.  Where 
existing  regulations  exceed  the  standards  of  the  Code,  the  existing 
regulations  will  be  maintained. 

The  1978  TSPP  Conference  addressed  the  use  of  Inert  Gas 
Systems  (IGS)  by  adding  a Protocol  to  SOLAS  74.  The  Protocol  extends 
the  use  of  IGS  requirements  to: 

- All  new  tankers  over  20,000  dwt  and  above; 

- All  existing  crude  oil  carriers  20,000  dwt  and  above  and  all 
existing  product  carriers  40,000  dwt  and  above; 

- All  existing  tankers  of  20,000  dwt  and  above  where  high  capacity 
tank  washing  machines  are  fitted;  and 

- All  tankers  where  COW  is  fitted. 

A copy  of  work  accomplished  at  the  TSPP  Conference  is 
attached  as  Appendix  7 and  8. 

Following  the  TSPP  Conference,  the  Coast  Guard  performed  a 
study  (during  May  and  June  1978)  to  determine  if  tanker  safety  and 
pollution  prevention  measures,  in  addition  to  those  contained  in  1978 
Protocols  to  the  SOLAS  74  and  MARP0L  73  agreements,  should  be  applied 
to  U.S.  tank  vessels  in  domestic  trade.  The  study  examined  the  risks 
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associated  with  the  marine  transportation  of  oil  by  U.  S.  tank  vessels 
in  domestic  trade,  looked  at  the  present  and  projected  U.  S.  flag  vessel 
fleet  and  associated  oil  movements,  and  possible  hazards  to  people, 
property  and  the  marine  environment.  Preventive  actions,  including 
extension  of  ship  construction  and  equipment  requirements  contained  in 
1978  Protocols  to  SOLAS  74  and  MARPOL  73  to  smaller  tankships,  were 
identified  and  examined.  Estimates  were  derived  for: 

- The  impact  of  possible  preventive  actions  on  accidental  and 
operational  oil  discharges  and  damage  to  the  marine  environment ; 

- Future  tankship  fires  and  explosions;  and 

- Transportation  costs  and  projected  capital  requirements. 

Ch  the  basis  of  information  presented  in  the  study,  a key 
recommendation  is  to  adopt  additional  measures  aimed  at  controlling  oil 
discharges  from  future  transportation  of  Outer  Continental  Shelf  (OCS) 
oil  by  U.  S.  tank  vessels.  Specific  actions  were  recommended  in  an 
effort  to  obtain  better  information  on  quantities  of  oil  discharged  and 
effects  on  the  marine  environment  and,  further,  to  improve  compliance 
with  regulations  already  in  effect. 

The  Coast  Guard  is  developing  revised  regulations  for  un- 
manned barges  carrying  certain  bulk  dangerous  cargoes,  46  CFR  Part  151. 
The  revision  will  be  accomplished  in  three  stages.  The  first  stages 
will  update  the  list  of  cargoes  which  are  regulated  under  Part  151  and 
assign  appropriate  carriage  requirements.  The  second  stage  will  estab- 
lish, if  reasonable,  standards  for  unmanned  barges  that  are  comparable 
to  those  provided  for  self-propelled  vessels  in  46  CFR  153*  The  third 
and  final  stage  will  establish  standards  which  differentiates  between 
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ocean-going  barges  and  inland  (i.e.,  river)  barges. 

Ihe  Coast  Guard  published  a final  rule,  Safety  Rules  for 
Self-Propelled  Vessels  Carrying  Hazardous  Liquids,  46  CFR  Part  153  > on 
September  26,  1977.  Ihe  rule  implements  the  provisions  of  the  IMCO 
Code  for  the  Construction  and  Equipment  of  Ships  Carrying  Dangerous 
Chemicals  in  Bulk,  Resolution  A.212(VII).  It  contains  design,  con- 
struction, equipment  and  operating  standards  for  self-propelled  vessels 
carrying  hazardous  liquids  in  bulk.  Ihe  rule  applies  to  new  and  exist- 
ing chemical  carriers  of  U.S.  or  foreign  flag  registry.  A copy  of  the 
final  rule  was  published  in  the  January  1978  USCG/DOT  report  to  Congress. 

2.  Personnel  requirements. 

a.  Rulemaking  activity. 

Ihe  Coast  Guard  is  proposing  to  issue  amending  regula- 
tions governing  various  personnel  licensing  and  certificating  require- 
ments. Among  these  is  a notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  regarding  the 
qualifications  of  personnel  involved  in  the  handling  and  transportation 
of  dangerous  cargoes  in  bulk  aboard  all  vessels.  This  notice  appeared 
on  April  25,  1977  in  the  Federal  Register.  A review  of  the  comments 
submitted  in  response  to  this  notice  has  indicated  that  a considerable 
revision  of  the  original  proposal  was  required.  Because  of  these  re- 
visions and  also  the  need  for  incorporation  of  the  special  requirements 
for  tankers  contained  in  Chapter  V of  the  recently  adopted  International 
Convention  on  Standards  of  Training,  Certification  and  Watchkeeping  for 
Seafarers,  1978,  as  well  as  the  recommendations  contained  in  the  recent 
Government  Accounting  Office  Report  on  Liquefied  Ehergy  Gases  Safety, 


No.  EMD78-2  of  July  31,  1978,  and  the  passage  of  the  Port  and  Tanker 
Safety  Act  of  1978  (P.L.  95-47,<),  the  original  proposal  is  in  the 
process  of  being  withdrawn  in  favor  of  a new  notice  of  proposed  rule- 
making  to  be  issued  in  mid  1979.  Tfemkerman  certification  is  now  re- 
quired only  for  several  grades  of  combustible  or  flammable  products. 

It  is  necessary  to  extend  such  certification  to  dangerous  liquids  and 
liquefied  gases. 

In  addition,  it  was  decided  that  licensed  officers  shall 
no  longer  be  considered  qualified  as  tankermen  solely  by  virtue  of  hold- 
ing a license.  Accordingly,  this  proposal  provides  that  deck  and  engi- 
neering officers,  as  well  as  unlicensed  personnel,  will  have  to  show 
qualifying  service  and  complete  Coast  Guard  approved  training  courses, 
or  pass  a written  Coast  Guard  examination,  in  order  to  qualify  as  tank- 
erman  for  the  purpose  of  transferring  oil  and  hazardous  cargo  in  bulk. 
Included  within  these  regulations  is  a proposal  requiring  firefighting 
training.  A final  rule  will  be  published  upon  completion  of  the  evalu- 
ation of  the  comments  submitted  in  response  to  this  proposal. 

The  Coast  Guard  intends  to  propose  amending  regulations 
governing  the  qualifications  of  personnel  involved  in  the  piloting  of 
vessels  required  to  be  under  the  control  and  direction  of  pilots  licensed 
by  the  Coast  Guard.  The  qualification  standards  for  Coast  Guard  licensed 
pilots  have,  to  date,  provided  qualified  personnel  to  navigate  vessels 
on  routes  requiring  Federal  pilots.  It  is  considered,  however,  that 
with  the  increasing  traffic  of  larger  vessels  and  the  attendant  safety 
and  environmental  considerations  resulting  from  this  traffic,  additional 
personnel  training  through  practical  experience  or  the  use  of  appropriate 
ship-handling  simulators  and  recency  of  service  are  required  to  maintain 
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the  appropriate  level  of  personnel  capability.  It  is  anticipated  that 
the  proposal  to  amend  the  regulations  will  be  published  for  public  com- 
ment in  early  1979* 

b.  Research. 

In  the  continuing  effort  to  measure  the  area  of  critical 
skills  required  by  today’s  seagoing  personnel , the  Coast  Guard  has  pub- 
lished two  studies  relating  to  personnel  technical  qualifications. 

Ihe  first  is  entitled  Recommendations  for  Qualifications 
of  Engineering  Personnel  of  Nuclear-Powered  Ships  and  presents  summary 
recommendations  concerning  training  and  other  qualification  requirements 
appropriate  for  personnel  serving  on  commercial  nuclear  vessels.  This 
report  is  available  from  the  National  Technical  Information  Service 
under  accession  nunber  AD  A029165. 

Another  report  is  entitled  Handbook  for  the  Develop- 
ment of  Qualifications  for  Personnel  in  New  Technology  Systems.  This 
handbook  describes  procedures  for  specifying  the  qualifications  that 
should  be  required  in  the  new  shipboard  work  systems  which  arise  because 
of  newly  developed  technology.  It  also  describes  what  workers  must  do 
in  order  for  the  system  to  function  properly  and  this  knowledge  will 
provide  a rational  basis  for  setting  qualification  requirements.  This 
report  is  available  from  the  NTIS  under  accession  number  AD  A027526.  A 
similar  study,  not  yet  published,  evaluates  qualifications  required  for 
personnel  in  marine  functions  on  mobile  offshore  drilling  units. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  completed  a study  concerning  the 
pressure  surges  which  may  be  caused  by  the  operation  of  emergency  shut- 
down valves  in  long  pipelines  at  marine  terminals.  The  study  was 
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performed  analytically  using  variables  representative  of  the  typical 

loading  of  a chemical  or  liquefied  gas  vessel.  The  results  were 

presented  at  the  Fifth  International  Symposiun  on  the  Transport  of 

Dangerous  Goods  by  Sea  and  Inland  Waterways  in  April  1978. 

II.  The  progress  made  with  respect  to  the  adoption 

of  international  standards  for  the  design,  construction, 
alteration  and  repair  of  vessels  to  which  this  title 
applies  for  protection  of  marine  environment. 

A.  International  Conference  on  Tanker  Safety  and  Pollution 

Prevention^ 

Steps  are  being  taken  to  obtain  Senate  advice  and  consent  per- 
taining to  ratification  of  the  two  Protocols  adopted  by  the  International 
Conference  on  Tanker  Safety  and  Pollution  Prevention  in  February  1978. 
These  Protocols,  when  in  force,  will  raise  oil  tanker  standards  world- 
wide. Early  United  States  ratification  of  these  Protocols,  together 
with  national  implementation  (already  well  underway),  will  encourage 
other  governments  to  ratify  without  delay,  thus  hastening  entry  into 
force  on  a global  basis. 

B.  Other  international  activity. 

The  1978  Tanker  Safety  and  Pollution  Prevention  Conference 
agreed  to  delay  the  implementation  of  Annex  II  of  MARPOL  73  until  1984, 
in  view  of  the  difficulties  of  other  nations  in  providing  adequate  re- 
ception facilities  for  noxious  wastes  from  chemical  tankers. 

The  IMCO  Subcommittee  on  Bulk  Chemicals  held  its  fifth  session 
during  the  year  and  continued  to  work  on  the  following  items  that  must 
be  resolved  prior  to  the  coming  into  force  of  Annex  II  of  MARPOL  73: 


26 


- Evaluation  of  noxious  substances; 
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- Preparation  of  guidelines  for  the  provision  of  reception  facil- 
ities for  noxious  substances  required  by  Annex  II  of  the  Convention; 

- Development  of  procedures  and  arrangements  for  the  discharge  of 
noxious  liquid  substances. 

In  addition,  the  Subcommittee  has  developed  the  eighth  set  of 
amendments  to  the  IMCO  Chemical  Code  and  the  first  set  of  amendments  to 
the  IMCO  Gas  Code.  The  Subcommittee  is  continuing  to  work  toward 
harmonization  of  the  two  codes,  since  many  ships  carry  both  liquid 
chemicals  and  liquefied  gases. 

III.  To  the  extent  that  the  Secretary  finds  standards 
with  respect  to  the  design,  construction,  alteration, 
and  repair  of  vessels  for  the  purpose  set  forth  in 
17  A,  B,  or  C above  not  possible,  an  explanation  of 
the  reasons  therefore^ 

There  are  no  areas  where  action  is  mandated  by  the  Act  in  which 
implementing  rules  and  regulations  cannot  be  made.  However,  it  is 
realized  that  the  progress  of  defining  rules  and  regulations  for  man- 
euverability, along  with  groundings  and  other  accidents,  is  moving 
slowly  because  of  the  complexity  of  the  problem. 

IV.  Other  Coast  Guard  activities  related  to  the  Act. 

A.  Review  of  the  status  of  the  six  major  Presidential  Initiatives. 

1.  Ratification  of  the  International  Convention  for  the 

Prevention  of  Pollution  from  Ships  1973» 

The  International  Conference  on  Tanker  Safety  and  Pollution 
Prevention  (TSPP  Conference)  on  February  17,  1978,  adopted  the  Protocol 
of  1978  Relating  to  the  International  Convention  for  the  Prevention  of 
Pollution  from  Slips,  1973.  This  1978  Protocol  incorporates  and  modi- 
fies the  1973  Convention.  The  United  States  will  only  ratify  the 
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Protocol  since  It  Incorporates  the  Convention.  Correspondence  to  seek 
Senate  advice  and  consent  concerning  the  Protocol  was  signed  by  the 
President  on  January  4,  1979.  It  recommends  that  the  Protocol  be  substi- 
tuted for  the  1973  Convention  which  was  submitted  for  advice  and  consent 
on  March  22,  1977. 

S.  2346  and  H.R.  10390,  which  would  have  implemented  the 
Convention,  were  not  acted  upon  by  the  95th  Congress.  Legislation  to 
implement  the  new  Protocol  will  be  submitted  to  the  96th  Congress.  The 
Protocol's  design,  construction,  and  equipment  standards  for  oil  tankers 
can  be  implemented  by  the  United  States  through  Coast  Guard  rulemaking 
pursuant  to  the  Tank  Vessel  Act,  1978.  Implementing  legislation  for  the 
MARPOL  73  Convention  would  give  the  Coast  Guard  strong  authority  for 
requiring  the  provision  of  port  waste  reception  facilities. 

2.  Ship  construction  and  equipment  standards. 

Proposed  regulations,  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on 
May  16,  1977,  addressed  double  bottoms,  segregated  ballast,  inert  gas 
systems,  improved  steering  systems  and  back-up  radar  with  Collision 
Avoidance  Assistance  (CAA).  The  period  for  comments  from  the  public 
was  extended  from  September  1 through  November  15,  1977.  The  require- 
ment for  back-up  radar  was  published  as  a final  rule  on  <Xily  24,  1978 
and  the  proposal  for  CAA  equipment  was  withdrawn.  Further  proposals  for 
CAA  will  await  IMCO  action  pertaining  to  the  development  of  performance 
standards  for  the  equipment. 

The  President's  initiatives  on  ship  construction  and  equip- 
ment standards  were  presented  to  the  international  community  and  con- 
sidered at  the  Intergovernmental  Maritime  Consultative  Organization 
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(IMCO) , and  at  the  TSPP  Conference,  held  in  London  from  February  6-17 t 
1978.  The  Conference  adopted  Protocols  to  the  1974  Safety  of  Life  at 
Sea  and  1973  Marine  Pollution  Conventions.  The  President's  proposals 
or  their  equivalents  for  design,  construction  and  equipment  standards 
for  tankers  were  adopted.  The  only  deviations  from  the  U.S.  proposals 
for  new  tankers  were  exemption  of  small  product  carriers  from  the  seg- 
regated ballast  tank  requirement  and  also  adoption  of  the  protectively 
located  segregated  ballast  instead  of  double  bottoms.  For  existing 
vessels,  crude  oil  washing  systems  were  considered  equivalent  to  segre- 
gated ballast  tanks  for  environmental  protection  purposes  and  could  be 
used  as  an  alternative.  Section  5 of  the  Port  and  Tanker  Safety  Act  of 
1978  (P.L.  95-474)  mandates  minimum  equipment  and  construction  require- 
ments which  are,  for  the  most  part,  consistent  with  the  requirement 
described  above. 

The  Coast  Guard  is  now  working  to  implement  these  standards 
as  Federal  regulations.  In  support  of  this  effort,  the  Coast  Guard  has: 

- Issued  Notices  in  the  Federal  Register  on  April  20,  1978  and 
September  21,  1978  to  inform  concerned  parties  of  the  international 
requirements  agreed  to  and  the  course  of  action  to  be  taken  by  the 
Coast  Guard; 

- Completed  a study  with  MARAD,  NOAA,  EPA,  CEQ,  and  other  interested 
agencies  of  Tanker  Safety  and  Pollution  Prevention  Requirements  for  U.S. 
Tankers  in  domestic  trade;  and 

- Drafted  comprehensive  regulations  implementing  construction  and 
equipment  standards.  These  proposed  regulations  are  expected  to  be 
published  in  early  1979. 

3.  Chew  standards  and  training. 

The  Coast  Guard  is  intensifying  its  efforts  to  improve 
personnel  qualifications.  In  addressing  licensing  and  qualification 
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standards,  the  status  of  actions  taken  is  as  follows: 

a.  The  IMCO  International  Conference  on  Training  and 
Certification  of  Seafarers  met  in  London  during  the  period  June  14- 
July  7,  1978.  The  Conference  established  an  international  standard  for 
certification  of  deck  and  engineer  officers  and  unlicensed  ratings  in 
the  deck  department.  Minimum  standards  of  sea  service,  training,  pro- 
fessional examination,  physical  requirements  and  watchkeeping  were 
agreed  upon  to  insure  an  adequate  level  of  qualification  for  seafarers 
of  all  countries.  It  is  expected  that  the  standards  established  at 
this  Conference  will  be  implemented  on  a voluntary  basis  upon  entry 
into  force  of  the  Convention,  these  requirements  will  be  mandatory  for 
all  crews  of  vessels  of  nations  signatory  to  the  Convention  and  also  to 
crews  of  vessels  of  nations  not  signatory  to  the  Convention  if  their 
vessels  enter  a port  of  a nation  which  is  signatory  to  the  Convention. 

A notice  of  the  international  requirements  agreed  to,  and  the  course  of 
action  to  be  taken  by  the  Coast  Guard  was  published  in  the  July  31 » 1978 
Federal  Register. 

b.  New  Tankerman  Requirements  were  published  as  a notice 
of  proposed  rulemaking  on  April  25,  1977,  and  public  hearings  were  held 
on  June  21-22,  1977  with  comments  accepted  through  July  7,  1977.  Be- 
cause of  the  volume  of  conments  received,  the  recently  adopted  IMCO 
International  Convention  for  the  Standards  of  Training,  Certification 
and  Watchkeeping  for  Seafarers,  1978,  the  recent  Government  Accounting 
Office  (GAO)  Report  of  Liquefied  Energy  Gas  Transportation  and  the 
passage  of  the  Port  and  Tanker  Safety  Act  of  1978  (P.L.  95-474),  the 
proposed  rules  will  be  withdrawn  and  a new  revised  notice  of  proposed 
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rulemaking  will  be  published  by  mid  1979. 

c.  Revision  of  the  licensing  requirements  for  pilots  is 
presently  in  the  drafting  stage.  This  is  considered  to  be  a signifi- 
cant regulatory  project  and  will  be  issued  as  a proposed  rule  early  in 
1979.  The  proposed  amending  regulations  should  be  implemented  as  final 
regulations  in  late  1979. 

d.  The  Coast  Guard  is  presently  considering  the  feasibility 
of  requiring  shiphandling  simulator  training  for  those  Masters  and  Chief 
Mates  who  are  serving  on  very  large  vessels  whose  size  and  maneuvering 
characteristics  differ  significantly  from  smaller  vessels.  Revision  of 
the  licensing  regulations  to  require  such  training  is  pending  completion 
of  a study  to  be  conducted  for  the  Coast  Guard  to  determine  which  simu- 
lator training  may  be  substituted  for  shipboard  experience.  It  is 
anticipated  that  phase  I of  this  study  will  be  completed  in  late  1978. 

e.  The  Coast  Guard  published  a proposed  rule  on  January  17, 

1977  which  would  have  required  merchant  marine  officers  whose  licenses 
were  being  renewed  as  a master,  mate  or  pilot  on  inspected  vessels  of 
300  gross  tons  or  over,  to  obtain  a radar  observer's  endorsement  if  they 
were  to  serve  in  any  capacity  under  the  authority  of  that  license.  Due 
to  the  nunerous  objections  and  emphasis  on  demonstrated  skill  instead 
of  written  examinations,  this  proposal  is  being  withdrawn  and  a new 
proposal  is  being  drafted.  This  revised  proposal  will  amend  regulations 
pertaining  to  the  radar  observer  endorsement  by  providing  that  a licensed 
deck  officer  can  obtain  a radar  observer's  endorsement  only  by  attending 
a Coast  Guard  approved  radar  training  facility  and  exercising  on  a radar 
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simulator.  It  will  also  provide  that  a licensed  deck  officer  can  serve 
under  authority  of  his  license  without  a radar  observer's  endorsement 
if  the  type  of  service  does  not  require  "radar  observers."  A new  pro- 
posed rule  should  be  published  in  early  1979 » and  a final  rule  issued 
in  mid  1979. 

4.  Tinker  boarding  program  and  U.S.  marine  safety  Information 

system. 

lhe  tanker  boarding  program  to  examine  annually  each  foreign 
tank  vessel  calling  at  U.  S.  ports  is  an  expansion  of  an  existing  board- 
ing and  examination  program.  The  Coast  Guard  expanded  the  scope  of  this 
program  in  January  1977  with  initial  emphasis  on  the  examination  of 
cargo  venting  and  handling  systems  and  proper  transfer  procedures.  In 
response  to  the  Presidential  Initiatives,  the  scope  of  the  program  has 
been  formalized  and  further  expanded,  lhe  program  now  includes  an  ex- 
amination to  insure  that  each  foreign  flag  vessel  entering  U.  S.  waters 
is  in  compliance  with  the  general  safety  controls  of  SOLAS  60,  the 
applicable  International  Load  Line  Convention,  and  all  applicable  U.  S. 
regulations.  To  accoiqplish  this,  the  Coast  Guard  has  requested  and  has 
received  additional  inspection  personnel  during  fiscal  year  1979. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  modified  and  enhanced  the  capabilities 
of  the  existing  Port  Safety  Reporting  System  (PSRS)  so  that  it  meets 
the  criteria  established  by  the  President  for  the  U.  S.  Marine  Safety 
Information  System  (MSIS).  lhe  purpose  of  the  MSIS  is  to  maintain 
records  of  vessel  casualties,  pollution  incidents,  violations  of  Federal 
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safety  and  pollution  prevention  regulations,  and  names  of  vessel  owners. 
Coast  Guard  Marine  Safety  Offices  (MSO's),  Coast  Guard  Captains  of  the 
Port  (COTP's)  and  Coast  Guard  Marine  Inspection  Offices  (MIO's)  have  the 
capability  to  access  a vessel's  history  and  enter  the  results  of  board- 
ings and  inspections  through  a port  network  of  remote  terminals.  Major 
coasted , inland  waters  and  Great  Lakes  por'  3 in  the  continental  U.  S. , 
Alaska,  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico  are  included  in  the  MS  IS. 

In  addition,  each  Coast  Guard  district  office  has  a computer 
terminal  to  access  the  MSIS  to  retrieve  histories  of  responsible  parties 
involved  in  repeated  violations  of  Federal  pollution  regulations.  This 
information  is  considered  by  the  district  hearing  officer  in  the  civil 
penalty  assessment  process. 

The  Coast  Guard  MSIS  contains  historical  information  on 
foreign  tank  vessel  casualties  and  pollution  incidents  to  complement  the 
established  violation  history  of  vessels  calling  at  U.S.  ports.  The 
MSIS  is  operational  24  hours  a day  to  retrieve  vessel  histories  and 
update  vessel  boarding  and  examination  information. 

In  further  response  to  the  President's  March  17,  1977  message 
to  Congress,  the  Coast  Guard  issued  a notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  in 
the  Federal  Register  on  April  13,  1978.  The  proposed  rule  would  have 
required  oil  tankers  of  20,000  dwt  or  more  which  enter  the  navigable 
waters  of  the  U.S.  or  the  Safety  Zones  of  a U.S.  deepwater  port  to  engage 
in  commercial  service,  to  report  certain  ownership  information,  all  reg- 
istered names  the  vessel  has  had  since  it  began  operation,  and  the 
country  of  current  registry.  This  information  would  be  incorporated  in 
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the  MSIS.  Three  public  hearings  on  this  issue  were  held  during  May  in 
New  York,  N.Y. , Long  Beach,  Galif.  and  Houston,  Tex.  In  response 
to  cooments  received  from  the  State  Department  and  several  foreign 
governments  (objecting  to  parts  of  the  proposal),  and  also  to  state- 
ments made  by  Congressmen  during  passage  of  the  Port  and  Tanker  Safety 
Act  in  September  1978,  the  Coast  Guard  is  preparing  to  withdraw  the 
proposed  rule.  Since  the  rule  was  proposed,  the  Coast  Guard  has  ob- 
tained much  of  this  information  from  other  sources,  for  inclusion  in 
the  MSIS. 

5.  Comprehensive  Oil  Pollution  Liability  and  Compensation 
Legislation. 

A new  comprehensive  Oil  Pollution  Liability  and  Compensation 
Bill  (Superfund)  will  be  introduced  to  the  96th  Congress.  The  bill  is 
in  the  drafting  stages. 

The  Outer  Continental  Shelf  Lands  Act  Amendments  Bill  was 
enacted  on  September  18,  1978  (P.L.  95-372).  Presidential  and  Secre- 
tarial delegations,  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking,  Claims  Contract 
Invitations,  and  Appropriations  Requests  under  this  Act  have  been  pre- 
pared. 

6.  Federal  Oil  Pollution  Response  Capability. 

The  following  studies,  undertaken  in  response  to  the  Presi- 
dent's Initiatives  relating  to  a six-hour  response  to  a 100,000  ton  oil 
spill  have  been  completed.  The  integrated  study  report  entitled  A 
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Recommended  Plan  for  Implementing  Presidential  Initiatives  Concerning 
Oil  Pollution  Response,  dated  October  10,  1978,  has  been  reviewed  by 
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the  Executive  Branch.  This  report  includes  the  costs  and  feasibility 
of  upgrading  the  Coast  Guard's  ability  to  respond  to  oil  spills. 

a.  A national  inventory  of  pollution  response  equipment. 

An  inventory  of  existing  pollution  response  hardware  and 
required  support  equipment  was  conducted  to  determine  the  type,  amount 
and  the  geographical  location  of  equipment  in  the  custody  of  govern- 
mental agencies,  oil  cooperatives,  oil  companies,  and  private  cleanup 
contractors.  The  inventory  is  operational  and  the  information  is  readily 
available  through  a network  of  dataphone  terminals  and  is  continually 
being  updated  by  local  Coast  Guard  commands. 

b.  Establishment  of  locations  for  siting  response  equipment. 

The  Transportation  Systems  Center  has  completed  work  on 

this  study  and  a final  report  was  received  on  September  19,  1978.  Oper- 
ations research  techniques  were  used  to  determine  the  most  probable 
locations  of  future  major  pollution  incidents  based  on  historical  spill 
data  and  other  historical  information  systems,  best  available  informa- 
tion on  the  expected  positions  of  deepwater  ports  and  offshore  explora- 
tion sites,  and  projected  tanker  traffic  density  data.  The  information 
was  used  to  determine  the  locations  where  equipment  should  be  sited  to 
permit  the  Coast  Guard  to  respond  within  six  hours  of  notification. 

c.  Assessment  of  requirements  to  respond  to  a catastrophic 

spill. 


The  potential  for  spills  of  larger  and  larger  propor- 
tions has  increased  to  the  point  that  it  has  become  necessary  to  evalu- 
ate quantitatively  the  Coast  Guard's  ability  to  cope  with  spills  of 
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significant  proportions.  A study  was  undertaken  to  determine  the  amount 
and  type  of  equipment  which  should  be  kept  in  inventory  to  provide  a 
capability  to  deal  with  a spill  of  100,000  ton  proportion.  The  infor- 
mation was  to  be  developed  in  such  a way  that  the  resources  necessary 
for  achieving  various  levels  of  the  goal  were  identified.  The  results 
of  this  study  have  been  incorporated  with  the  siting  study  by  the  Trans- 
portation Systems  Center  (b.  above)  into  a final  report  submitted  to  the 
Coast  Guard  on  September  19,  1978. 

d.  A determination  of  the  feasibility  of  developing  an 
improved  open  water,  extreme  weather  response  capability. 

This  study  was  initiated  by  Seaward  International  in 
November  1977»  and  completed  during  August  1978.  A survey  of  mission 
performance  requirements,  an  evaluation  of  state-of-the-art  response 
systems  and  a consideration  of  new  response  concepts  were  included. 

The  composition  of  a Coast  Cktard  extreme  weather  response  system  to- 
gether with  a delineation  of  development  work  needed  to  produce  it  have 
been  recommended . Seaward  is  presently  developing  an  extreme  weather 
pollution  response  guide  for  field  use  under  the  same  contract.  The 
draft  guide  has  been  submitted  to  the  MSO's  and  strike  teams  for  cocment 
with  the  final  version  to  incorporate  these  comments. 

B.  Additional  Initiatives. 

1.  An  evaluation  of  the  costs  and  benefits  of  a crude  oil 
washing  systems,  a system  which  utilizes  crude  oil  to  clean  cargo  tanks, 
has  been  completed.  The  evaluation  took  into  account  information  pro- 
vided by  other  governments  at  IMC0  and  was  used  in  developing  the  U.S. 


I 


negotiating  position  for  the  February  1978  Plenipotentiary  Conference. 
The  study,  along  with  recommendations  on  the  use  of  crude  oil  washing 
as  an  alternative  to  segregated  ballast,  was  forwarded  to  the  Secretary 
on  April  7,  1978.  The  results  of  the  February  1978  IMCO  Conference  on 
Tanker  Safety  and  Pollution  Prevention  impact  on  the  Crude  Oil  Washing 
study  findings  and  are  included  in  the  report  which  was  forwarded  to 
the  President  on  May  1,  1978  (Appendix  11).  A related  study  conducted 
by  the  Organization  for  Economic  Cooperation  and  Development  (partially 
funded  by  the  State  Department  and  Coast  Guard)  evaluated  the  economic 
and  political  (including  environmental)  implications  of  retrofitting 
segregated  ballast  in  existing  oil  carriers. 

2.  A study  on  tank  barge  oil  pollution  was  completed  by  the 
Vitro  Laboratory  Division  of  Automation  Industries,  in  February  1978. 
This  study  and  the  1974  Coast  Guard/MARAD  Tank  Barge  Study  were  utilized 
in  preparing  a response  to  the  Presidential  Initiatives  for  additional 
study  of  the  tank  barge  pollution  problem.  This  report,  entitled  U.S. 
Coast  Guard  Implementation  of  Presidential  Initiatives  for  an  Evaluation 
of  Design,  Construction  and  Equipment  Standards  for  Tank  Barges  Which 
Carry  Oil,  was  completed  August  1,  1978,  and  forwarded  to  the  President 
(Appendix  12).  As  a result  of  this  evaluation,  a regulatory  project  for 
new  and  existing  tank  barges  has  conmenced.  This  project  will  propose 
rules  to  require  new  tank  barges  to  be  double  hulled  and  will  establish 
a method  for  phasing  existing  single  hulled  tank  barges  out  of  the  fleet. 
A notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  for  new  barges  and  an  advance  notice  of 
proposed  rulemaking  for  existing  tank  barges  will  be  published  together 
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in  early  1979*  A single  regulatory  analysis  and  environmental  impact 
statement  will  be  prepared  for  the  two  actions.  This  is  being  done  so 
that  the  entire  scope  of  the  Coast  Guard's  regulatory  action  and  its 
effects  on  the  tank  barge  industry  are  clearly  presented. 

3.  A study  of  long-range  vessel  surveillance  and  control 
system  is  complete,  and  the  final  vessel  study  report  was  transmitted 
to  the  President  for  review  on  September  27,  1978.  The  report  provides 
a comprehensive  examination  of  the  problem  and  its  potential  solutions. 
Eighteen  systems,  ranging  from  basic  procedural  changes  to  sophisticated 
surveillance  techniques,  are  evaluated  to  estimate  their  effectiveness 
in  preventing  tanker  offshore  casualties.  The  study  concludes  that 
there  is  no  present  justification  for  long-range  vessel  surveillance 
and  control  type  systems.  The  recommended  approach  is  a communications 
based  reporting  and  advance  clearance  system  to  ensure  that  tankers 
bound  for  U.  S.  ports  are  properly  manned  and  equipped  and  do  not  con- 
stitute a hazard  to  safety.  Other  recommendations  include  changing 
equipment  and  licensing  requirements,  reviewing  pilotage  practices  in 
two  areas,  and  examining  expanded  use  of  certain  electronic  aids  to 
navigation.  These  recommendations  are  now  undergoing  detailed  Coast 
Guard  evaluation  to  determine  implementation  feasibility  and  schedule. 

4.  An  evaluation  of  devices  to  improve  maneuverability  and 
stopping  ability  of  large  tankers,  with  research  to  include  the  use  of 
ship  simulators  will  be  ready  for  the  President  by  August  31,  1979.  An 
in-house  problem  definition  study  is  now  in  progress  to  identify  spe- 
cific questions  concerning  relationship  of  maneuvering  and  stopping 


ability  to  the  overall  problem  of  vessel  control  and  the  effect  certain 
devices  have  on  the  handling  characteristics  of  vessels.  The  actual 
evaluations  of  the  potential  these  various  devices  offer  for  reducing 
collisions,  rammings  and  grounding  accidents  will  involve  engineering 
analyses,  model  tests,  shiphandling  simulators  and  full-scale  experi- 
ments extending  over  a considerable  period  of  time. 

5.  A study  of  the  fee  collection  mechanisn  for  the  Compre- 
hensive Oil  Pollution  Fund  was  cleared  internally,  and  by  the  designated 
staff  members  of  the  Departments  of  Commerce,  Ehergy  and  Treasury.  The 
final  report  (CG-WEP-78-1)  has  been  printed  and  was  forwarded  to  the 
President  on  December  12,  1978.  Copies  of  the  report  will  be  forwarded 
to  the  respective  Secretaries  of  Commerce,  Ehergy  and  Treasury  by 
Secretary  Adams. 

6.  The  Coast  Guard  performed  a study  to  determine  if  additional 
tanker  pollution  prevention  requirements  should  be  applied  to  U.  S.  tank 
vessels  in  domestic  trade.  On  the  basis  of  information  presented  in  the 
study,  a key  recommendation  is  the  adoption  of  additional  measures  to 
control  oil  discharges  resulting  fhom  transportation  of  OCS  oil  to  shore 
by  U.S.  tank  vessels.  Otherwise,  requirements  for  segregated  ballast 
tanks  should  not  be  extended  to  smaller  U.S.  tankships  in  domestic 
trade.  However,  specific  actions  are  recommended  in  an  effort  to  ob- 
tain better  information  on  quantities  of  oil  discharged  and  its  effect 

on  the  marine  environment,  and  also  to  improve  compliance  with  regu- 
lations already  in  effect.  A copy  of  this  study  is  available  from  the 
National  Technical  Information  Service  (NTIS)  under  accession  nunber 
AD  A057607. 
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7*  Due  to  the  present  interest  in  marine  vapor  control  systems 


resulting  from  air  quality  standards,  the  Coast  Guard  is  sponsoring  a 
study  entitled  Detonation  Arrester  Devioes  for  Gasoline  Cargo  Vapor 
Recovery  Systems.  The  purpose  of  the  study  is  to  determine  the  effec- 
tiveness and  adequacy  of  detonation  arresting  devices  for  use  in  these 
systems.  The  study  will  experimentally  develop  parametric  data  on  the 
flame  speed,  flame  acceleration,  run-up  distance  to  detonation,  pressure 
build-up  due  to  a detonation  and  pressure  levels  resulting  from  reflected 
shock  waves  from  combustion  of  gasoline/air  mixtures.  It  will  also 
evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  several  selected  arresting  devices  for 
quenching  detonations  resulting  from  the  ignition  of  gasoline/air  and 
propane/air  mixtures.  A report  detailing  the  results  of  this  study  will 
be  available  in  early  1979. 

8.  The  proposed  rules  for  carriage  of  benzene,  which  were  pub- 
lished on  August  21,  1978,  are  being  revised  and  should  be  published  as 
a final  rule  in  mid-1979*  The  intent  of  the  rule  is  the  protection  of 
the  maritime  worker.  The  rule  will  implement  the  Occupational  Safety 
and  Health  Administration's  (OSHA's)  existing  acceptable  benzene  expo- 
sure level. 

9.  The  Toxic  Interactions  Panel  of  the  National  Academy  of 
Science's  Committee  on  Maritime  Hazardous  Materials  is  conducting  an 
evaluation  of  the  hazards  associated  with  maritime  personnel  exposure 
to  multiple  cargo  vapors.  The  study  began  in  mid  1978,  and  should 
conclude  in  the  spring  of  1979*  The  study  is  theoretical  and,  based 
upon  the  results,  an  experimental  examination  may  be  performed. 
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10.  The  Hazard  Evaluation  Criteria  Panel  was  formed  under  the 
Committee  on  Maritime  Hazardous  Materials  in  the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences  to  select  or  develop  criteria  for  characterizing  the  hazards 
of  bulk  liquid  chemicals,  and  correlate  them  with  marine  design  features 
and  operating  practices  for  bulk  handling,  containment  and  movement. 

The  date  of  completion  of  the  tasks  assigned  to  this  Panel  is  dependent 
upon  progress  made  at  the  February  1979  IMCO  meeting. 
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Pdwou 

The  purpose  of  this  Notice  is  to 
inform  the  public  of  the  results  of  the 
International  Conference  on  Tanker 
Safety  and  Pollution  Prevention,  held 
under  the  auspices  of  the  Intergovern- 
mental Maritime  Consultative  Organi- 
sation (IMCO)  from  February  6 
through  II,  1978;  to  provide  the  public 
with  the  anticipated  plan  for  regula- 
tory implementation  by  the  Coast 
Guard  of  the  results  of  the  Confer- 
ence, and  to  acquaint  interested  par- 
ties with  other  efforts  being  undertak- 
en concerning  tank  vessel  safety  and 
pollution  prevention. 

Background 

During  the  winter  of  1976-77,  several 
tanker  casualties  occurred  In  or  near 
UA  waters  which  demonstrated  a 
need  for  a global  effort  to  improve  the 
level  of  safety  of  tank  vessels  and  de- 
crease their  pollution  potential. 

President  Carter,  in  a March  17, 
1977,  message  to  Congress,  proposed  a 
series  of  initiatives  on  tank  vessel 
safety  and  pollution  prevention  which 
should  be  taken  nationally  and  inter- 
nationally. The  Initiatives  were  broad 
in  scope  and  covered  three  major 
areas: 

1.  Improved  Inspection  and  Certifi- 
cation. 

2.  improved  Crew  Standards. 

>.  Improved  Vessel  Construction  and 
Equipment  Standards. 

Improved  Inspection  and  certifica- 
tion standards  and  procedures,  as  well 
as  Improved  construction  and  equip- 
ment standards,  were  the  subject  of 
the  International  Conference  on 
Tanker  Safety  and  Pollution  Preven- 
tion. The  improvement  of  crew  stan- 
dards will  be  the  subject  of  a major  In- 
ternational Conference  on  Training 
and  Certification  of  Seafarers  which  is 
to  be  held  from  June  14  to  July  7, 1978 
unde*  IMCO  auspices. 

Individuals  or  parties  Interested  in 
further  details  'concerning  the  back- 
ground and  results  of  the  February 
Conference  may  obtain  further  docu- 
mentation from  the  Coast  Guard.  Two 
documents  have  been  prepared  for  dis- 
tribution. The  first  is  a collection  of 
papers  accepted  by  the  Conference. 
Every  effort  has  been  made  to  ensure 
their  accuracy,  however,  the  official 
documents  from  IMCO  will  not  be 
available  until  June  1978,  due  to  the 
need  for  translation  into  four  official 


languages.  The  second  document  is  an 
expanded  technical  summary  which 
provides  additional  background  as  well 
as  detailing  the  technical  results  of 
the  Conference. 

These  documents  may  be  obtained 
by  writing:  Commandant  (O-MMT-1/ 
82),  U.8.  Coast  Guard.  Washington, 
D.C.  20590. 

Cornunci  oh  Tamcn  Bahtt  am 

Pollution  Puvnmoit.  Fbruaby  6- 

17. 1978 

SUMMARY  OR  SORBS  MRASURRS 

Imprtant  new  measures  and  proce- 
dures to  Improve  the  safety  of  oil 
tankers,  and  help  prevent  pollution  of 
the  sea  from  ships  have  been  adopted 
by  the  conference.  These  new  mea- 
sures improve  and  expand  the  require- 
ments of  the  1973  Marine  Pollution 
Convention  (MARPOL  1973)  and  the 
1974  8afety  of  Life  at  Sea  Convention 
(SOLAS  1974).  The  new  measures  re- 
lating to  MARPOL  73  are  Included  in 
a Protocol  which  incorporates  and 
modifies  MARPOL  73  (MARPOL  Pro- 
tocol). The  new  measures  relating  to 
8OLA8  74  are  included  in  a Protocol 
which  supplements  SOLAS  74  (SOLAS 
Protocol).  Target  dates  have  been  set 
for  Implementation  of  the  MARPOL 
Protocol,  the  SOLAS  Protocol,  and 
the  SOLAS  1974  Convention.  Proce- 
dural arrangements  have  been  formu- 
lated nationally  for  bringing  the  new 
measures  into  force.  The  work  of  the 
Conference  and  its  outcome  are  de- 
scribed under  the  following  headings: 
Design  and  Equipment,  Inspection  and 
Certification,  and  Procedural  Arrange- 
ments. 


DXSI0N  Am  BQUIPMXNT 

1.  Segregated  Ballast— Neic  Tankers. 
The  MARPOL  1973  Convention  re- 
quirement for  segregated  ballast  tanks 
(SBT>  was  limited  to  new  tankers  of 

70.000  deadweight  tons  (dwt)  and 
above.  This  requirement  has  been  ex- 
tended to  Include  all  new  crude  oil  car- 
riers of  20,000  dwt  and  above,  and  all 
new  product  tankers  of  30,000  dwt  and 
above.  The  MARPOL  1973  Convention 
presently  does  not  contain  any  re- 
quirement for  the  segregated  ballast 
to  be  particularly  located  in  a manner 
to  provide  protection  against  collisions 
or  groundings.  The  Conference  unani- 
mously agreed  to  a new  concept  of 
protective  location  of  the  segregated 
ballast  tanks,  rather  than  a manda- 
tory requirement  for  double  bottom 
tanks. 

The  Conference  recognized  the  envi- 
ronmental benefits  of  the  crude  oil 
washing  (COW)  technique  developed 
in  the  years  since  the  MARPOL  1973 
Convention  and  decided  that,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  protectively  located  segre- 
gated ballast  tank  requirement,  all 
new  crude  oil  carriers  over  20,000  dwt 
must  be  fitted  with  an  approved  COW 
system. 


2.  Segregated  Ballast  or  Equivalent 
in  Existing  Tankers.  As  of  the  date 
the  MARPOL  Protocol  enters  into 
force,  all  existing  crude  oil  carriers  of 

40.000  dwt  and  above  must  be  operated 
with  either  SB T.  clean  ballast  tanks 
(CBT),  or  approved  COW  for  which 
requirements  and  specifications  were 
formulated.  Two  years  later,  the  CBT 
option  ceases  for  crude  oil  carriers 
over  70,000  dwt  and  above,  and  after  a 
further  two  years,  for  crude  oil  carri- 
ers of  40,000  dart  and  above. 

Existing  product  tankers  of  40,000 
dwt  and  above  must  be  operated  with 
either  CBT  or  SBT  from  the  date  the 
MARPOL  Protocol  enters  into  force. 

3.  Drainage  and  Discharge  Arrange- 
ments Requirements  for  improved 
drainage  and  discharge  systems  for 
new  and  existing  tankers  have  been  in- 
troduced to  reduce  the  amount  of  oil 
remaining  in  timbers  after  discharge, 
and  limit  their  pollution  potential. 

4.  Inert  Oos  Systems  for  Protection 
Of  Cargo  Tanks.  The  1974  SOLAR 
Convention  requirements  tor  inert  gas 
systems  were  limited  to  new  oil  tank- 
ers over  100,000  dwt,  and  new  combi- 
nation carriers  over  50,000  dwt.  The 
SOLAS  Protocol  extends  the  inert  gas 
system  requirements  to: 

(I)  All  new  tankers  over  20,000  dwt. 

(ii>  All  existing  crude  oil  carriers 

over  20,000  dwt  and  all  existing  prod- 
uct carriers  over  40,000  dwt  (there  is 
provision  for  exemption  of  crude  oil 
carriers  between  20,000  dwt  and  40,000 
dwt  if  retrofitting  is  not,  in  the  opin- 
ion of  the  Administration,  reasonable 
and  practicable). 

(ill)  All  existing  tankers  of  20,000 
dirt  and  above  where  high  capacity 
washing  machines  (80  cubic  meters  per 
hours  and  above)  are  fitted. 

(iv)  All  tankers  where  COW  is  fitted. 

Inert  gas  systems  are  required 
within  two  years  of  the  SOLAS  Proto- 
col entering  into  force  for  tankers  of 

70.000  dwt  and  above,  and  after  a fur- 
ther period  of  two  years  for  crude  oil 
carriers  fo  20,000  dwt  and  above,  and 
product  tankers  of  40,000  dwt  and 
above.  Inert  gas  systems  are  manda- 
tory when  COW  is  fitted. 

5.  Steering  gear.  Requirements  were 
formulated  relating  to  control,  com- 
munication, and  local  operation  of 
steering  gear  for  new  and  existing  ves- 
sels. In  addition,  procedures  and  drills 
covering  the  operation  and  testing  of 
steering  gear  at  stipulated  intervals 
were  developed. 

The  new  requirements  provide  that: 

(i)  All  tankers  of  10,000  gross  tons 
(gt>  and  above  have  two  remote  steer- 
ing gear  control  systems,  each  oper- 
able separately  from  the  navigating 
bridge. 

(II)  The  main  steering  gear  of  new 
tankers  of  10,000  gt  and  above  com- 
prise two  or  more  identical  power 
units,  and  be  capable  of  operating  the 
rudder  while  operating  with  one  or 
more  power  units. 
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8.  Radar  and  OotiUion  Avoidance 
Aid*.  The  Conference  agreed  that  all 
ahlpa  between  1,400  and  10.000  gross 
tons  be  fitted  with  radar,  while  all 
ships  of  10.000  gt  and  above  must  have 
two  radars,  each  capable  of  operating 
Independently  of  the  other,  on  the 
date  the  SOLAS  Protocol  enters  Into 
force.  It  waa  also  resolved  that  perfor- 
mance standards  for  collision  avoid- 
ance aids,  and  requirements  for  their 
carriage  on  all  ships  of  10.000  gt  and 
above,  be  developed  by  IMCO  as  a 
matter  of  urgency,  and  not  later  than 
July  1. 1070. 

INSPECTIONS  AND  CERTIPICATION 

The  requirements  of  the  existing 
Conventions  were  examined,  strength- 
ened and  new  arrangements  formulat- 
ed where  necessary.  The  main 
changes,  in  summary,  are: 

(1)  In  addition  to  the  periodical  sur- 
veys specified  In  the  SOLAS  1974  Con- 
vention. Administrations  must  Insti- 
tute unscheduled  Inspections  of  all 
ships  unless  mandatory  annual  sur- 
veys are  carried  out. 

(3)  New  procedures  were  developed 
which  must  be  followed  when  defects 
are  found  during  unscheduled  Inspec- 
tions 

(3)  Administrations  will  be  required 
to  provide  a clearer  delineation  of  the 
authority  they  delegate  to  non-govern- 
mental bodies  to  act  on  their  behalf. 

<4>  The  SOLAS  1974  Convention  re- 
quires surveys  for  Safety  Equipment 
Certificates  to  be  carried  out  every 
two  years.  A requirement  for  an 
annual  survey  for  tankers  of  10  years 
of  age  and  over  was  added. 

(5)  The  1974  SOLAS  Convention 
does  not  specify  a period  of  validity 
for  Cargo  Ship  Safety  Construction 
Certificates.  Under  the  SOI.AS  Proto- 
col. these  Certificates  will  have  a 
maximum  period  of  validity  of  S years. 
In  addition  there  will  be  a require- 
ment for  an  Intermediate  Cargo  Ship 
Safety  Construction  Certificate  survey 
for  tankers  of  19  years  of  age  and  over. 

(6)  The  Cargo  Ship  Safety  Construc- 
tion Certificate  survey  requirements 
have  been  extended  to  Include  the 
cargo  pumping,  piping,  and  venting  ar- 
rangements. 

<7>  The  obligation  to  maintain  ships 
and  tt.'i'  equipment  in  a satisfactory 
condition  between  surveys  has  been 
moio  clearly  defined. 

tB>  Kore  explicit  requirements  for 
reporting  accidents  and  deficiencies 
and  the  manner  In  which  Administra- 
tions are  required  to  act  on  this  Infor- 
mation have  been  adopted. 

riiOCEPtrlUL  ARRANGEMENTS 

The  procedural  arrangements  for 
bringing  the  SOLAS  Convention  and 
its  Protocol  and  the  MARPOL  Proto- 
col Into  force  were  based  on  the  need 
to  ensure  that  their  safety  and  pollu- 
tion prevention  requirements  were  Im- 


Noncts 

piemen  ted  at  the  earliest  possible 
time. 

In  the  case  of  the  safety  provisions 
extending  the  requirements  of  the 
SOLAS  1974  Convention,  a Protocol 
was  developed  to  come  Into  force 
either  at  the  same  time  as  the  parent 
Convention,  or  as  soon  as  possible 
thereafter.  The  reason  for  this  proce- 
dure was  the  expectation  that  the 
SOLA8  1974  Convention  would  prob- 
ably enter  Into  force  In  June  1979  as 
10  countries  having  about  40  percent 
of  the  world's  gross  tonnage  of  mer- 
chant shipping  have  already  ratified 
that  Convention.  The  Protocol  to  the 
SOLAS  1974  Convention  will  come 
Into  force  6 months  after  being  accept- 
ed by  16  States  whose  combined  fleets 
total  at  least  60  percent  of  the  world's 
gross  tonnage  of  merchant  shipping. 
The  Conference  recommended  that  all 
Governments  concerned  adopt  a 
target  date  of  June  1979  for  entry  Into 
force  of  the  SOLAS  Convention  and 
endeavor  to  ensure  that  the  SOLAS 
Protocol  enters  Into  force  at  the  same 
time  or  as  soon  as  possible  thereafter. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Protocol  to 
the  MARPOL  1973  Convention  was 
merged  with  its  parent  Convention. 
Because  of  technical  problems  associ- 
ated with  Implementation  of  Annex  II 
(Regulations  for  the  Control  of  Pollu- 
tion by  Noxious  Liquid  Substances  In 
Bulk)  of  the  Convention  (chiefly  the 
required  treatment  and  disposal  of 
chemical  tank  washings)  the  confer- 
ence agreed  to  delay  for  3 years  after 
the  entry  Into  force  of  the  Protocol 
the  effective  date  for  Annex  II.  This 
will  allow  countries  to  accept  the  Pro- 
tocol enabling  Annex  I (Regulations 
for  the  Prevention  of  Pollution  by  Oil) 
to  be  effective  at  an  early  date  while 
allowing  technological  development  to 
proceed  to  enable  Implementation  of 
Annex  II.  the  MARPOL  Protocol 
(which  Incorporates  the  basic  73  Con- 
vention) will  enter  Into  force  a year 
after  being  accepted  by  15  States 
whose  combined  fleets  total  at  least  50 
percent  of  the  world's  gross  tonnage. 
The  target  date  for  entry  Into  force  of 
the  MARPOL  Protocol  Is  June  1981. 

In  addition  to  the  preparation  of 
Protocols  to  the  Convention,  the  con- 
ference adopted  a number  of  impor- 
tant Resolutions  on  a wide  range  of 
topics  covering  future  action  by  the 
Organisation  and  Governments.  These 
Resolutions  Included  action  on:  Estab- 
lishment of  a Marine  Safety  Corps  to 
assist  Administrations  having  an  Inad- 
equate reserve  of  experienced  person- 
nel to  undertake  surveys  of  ships  in 
accordance  with  International  conven- 
tions: Implementation  of  Conventions; 
Control  of  Discharges  from  Ships:  Im- 
provement of  Steering  Gear  Stan- 
dards; Shlpbome  Navigation  Equip- 
ment; Protection  of  Sensitive  Sea 
Areas;  Future  Developments  Aimed  at 
Eliminating  Pollution;  Development  of 


International  Standards  for  Inert  Oas 
Systems,  clean  Ballast  Tank  Oper- 
ation. and  Crude  Oil  Washing  Sys- 
tems. 

IMPLEMENTATION 

The  agreements  reached  at  the  Con- 
ference were  developed  with  a sense  of 
urgency  as  well  as  with  a desire  for 
rapid  implementation.  The  Coast 
Ouard  has  prepared  a plan  to  Imple- 
ment the  agreements  reached  In  a 
rapid  and  timely  manner.  The  Admin- 
istrative Procedure  Act,  as  well  as  ex- 
ecutive branch  directives  concerning 
regulatory  development,  specify  mini- 
mum amounts  of  time  necessary  tor 
the  regulatory  process. 

These  guidelines  have  been  observed 
In  the  development  of  the  plan  which 
provides  a conservative  estimate  of  the 
time  frame  envisioned.  The  Implemen- 
tation plan  addresses  the  Coat 
Guard's  action  with  respect  to  changes 
required  In  appropriate  sections  of  the 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations. 

NSW  SHirS  AND  CXISTINO  SHIPS 

Where  the  fitting  of  8BT.  COW,  and 
I OS  is  required  for  new  ships;  new 
ships  are  defined  by  the  following  sets 
of  dates:  (1)  Vessels  which  have  a con- 
tract date  after  June  1.  1979;  (3)  ves- 
sels which  have  their  keel  laid  after 
January  1,  1980:  (3)  vessels  which  are 
delivered  after  June  1.  1983.  Existing 
ships  for  the  purposes  of  the  Protocols 
are  all  ships  that  are  not  new  ships. 

Specific  regulatory  proposals  which 
describe  the  measures  adopted  by  the 
Conference  will  be  the  subject  of 
future  notices  of  proposed  rulemaking. 
Public  comment  will  be  solicited  at 
that  time. 

IMPLEMENTATION  DATES 

It  is  the  Intention  of  the  Coast 
Guard  to  utilise  the  Implementation 
dates  developed  by  the  Conference 
These  dates  as  Indicated  In  Table  l 
range  from  June  1979  through  June 
1985.  Table  3.  which  Illustrates  the 
plan  for  Implementation,  indicates 
publication  of  rules  in  February  1979. 
This  does  not  mean  that  this  Is  the 
time  at  which  vessels  must  comply, 
but  rather  It  will  set  out  the  required 
times  through  June  1985  when  specific 
construction  measures  must  be  fitted. 

EXPLANATION  OP  TERMS  USED  IN  TABLE  I 

CA  A— Collision  avoidance  aids;  per- 
formance standards  are  to  be  devel- 
oped by  July  1,  1979.  SOLAS  74.  chap- 
ter V,  will  then  be  amended  to  require 
CAA  on  all  ships  of  10.000  GT  and 
over  at  a time  to  be  agreed  upon. 

CBT— Dedicated  clean  ballast  tanks. 
Existing  tankers  may  operate  with 
dedicated  clean  ballast  tanka  In  accor- 
dance with  the  requirements  of  regu- 
lation 13  and  13A  of  the  MARPOL 
Protocol,  and  the  specifications  In  res- 
olution 14. 
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COW— Crude  oil  washing,  to  comply 
with  the  require  menu  of  regulation  11 
end  1JB  of  the  MARPOL  Protocol  end 
the  spedfleationg  in  reeolutlon  15. 

DWT— Deadweight  Tonnage.  the 
difference  In  metric  tone  between  the 
dliplecement  of  • ehlp  In  water  (spe- 
dflc  gravity  of  1.027)  at  the  load  wa- 
terline corresponding  to  the  amlgned 
summer  freeboard,  and  the  displace- 
ment of  a ship  In  metric  tons  without 
cargo,  fuel  oil,  lubricating  oil.  ballast 
water,  freeh  water,  and  feedwater  In 
tanks,  consumable  stores,  passengers 
and  their  effecu. 

OT— Oroes  Tonnage  is  the  total 
measured  cubic  volume  of  a ship  ex- 
pressed in  units  of  100  cu.  ft  with  cer- 
tain space  exemptions. 

HM— Date  of  entry  Into  force  of 
MARPOL  Protocol  (which  Incorpo- 
rates the  MARPOL  73  Convention). 


Target  date  of  June  1M1  was  estab- 
lished by  reeolutlon  1.  Dates  In  paren- 
theses in  Table  1 are  dates  by  which 
resolution  1 and  3 recommended  put- 
ting these  requirements  Into  effect 
without  waiting  tor  the  Protocols  to 
enter  into  force. 

HS— Date  of  entry  Into  force  of 
SO  LAB  Protocol.  Target  date  of  June 
1379  was  established  by  resolution  2. 
Dates  In  parentheses  In  Table  1 are 
dates  by  which  resolutions  1 and  3 rec- 
ommend putting  these  requlremenu 
Into  effect  without  waiting  for  entry 
Into  force  of  the  Protocols. 

IQS— Inert  gas  system,  to  comply 
with  the  SOLAS  Protocol,  chapter  II- 
3,  regulations  55  and  50. 

PL— Protective  location  of  segregat- 
ed ballast  tanks  to  provide  protection 
of  cargo  spaces  In  case  of  collision  or 


grounding,  to  comply  with  MARPOL 
Protocol,  regulation  13E. 

8BT— Segregated  ballast  tanks,  to 
comply  with  the  MARPOL  Protocol, 
regulation  13. 

Second  Radar— Requirement  for  at 
least  two  radars,  each  capable  of  oper- 
ating Independently  of  the  other. 
SOLAS  Protocol  chapter  V,  regula- 
tion 13. 

Steering— Improvements  to  steering 
gear  and  steering  gear  control  system 
requirements  contained  In  SOLAS 
Protocol,  chapter  ll-l,  regulations  3 
and  39.  and  changes  to  operating  re- 
quirements (use  of  automatic  pilot, 
steering  testing  and  drills,  etc.),  in 
chapter  V,  regulations  19.  19-1,  and 
19-2.  "Date  required”  given  for  exist- 
ing tankers  applies  to  modifications  to 
steering  gear,  operating  requirements 
may  come  Into  effect  earlier. 
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RUllS  ANO  RIOUlATtONS 


(4*10-14] 

TNto  S3  Navtf  Hu  and  Navigable 
Wdan 

CHAPTIR 1— COAST  OUARD, 
DRPARTMINT  OP  TRANSPORTATION 

(cod  rr  oioi 

PART  1*4— NAVIOATION  SAPITY 
RMULATIONS 

ANWiml  iqulpment  far  Vauth  af 
10,000  Ofau  Tan*  ar  Mara 

AOENCY:  Coaat  Quart.  DOT 

ACTION:  Final  rule;  withdrawal  of 
proposed  rule. 

SUMMARY:  This  document  amend* 
the  navigation  safety  regulation*  by 
requiring  vessel*  of  10.000  grow  ton* 
or  more  to  carry  an  additional  marine 
radar  system.  It  also  withdraws  the 
proposal  to  require  collision  avoidance 
equipment  on  those  vessels.  The 
second  radar  requirement  will  provide 
both  redundancy  and  flexibility  In  the 
navigation  of  large  vessels,  thereby  Im- 
proving the  safety  of  their  navigation. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  This  amendment 
Is  effective  on  June  1. 1070. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION 
CONTACT. 

Captain  Oeorge  K.  Orelner.  Marine 
Safety  Council  (O-CMC/81).  Room 
•117.  Department  of  Transportation. 
Nasslf  Building.  400  Seventh  Street 
SW.,  Washington.  D.C.  30600.  202 
434-1477. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 
A notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  on 
these  subjects  was  published  on  May 
14.  1077  (43  FR  34871).  Interested  per- 
sona were  given  until  September  1. 
1077  to  submit  comments.  The  com- 
ment period  subsequently  was  ex- 
tended to  November  18,  1077  at  the  re- 
quest of  several  Interested  persons. 
Public  hearings  were  held  In  San 
Diego,  Calif.,  on  June  18.  1077  and  In 
Washington.  D.C..  on  June  31.  1077. 

This  rulemaking  la  consistent  with 
the  Intent  of  President  Carter's  March 
17. 1077,  message  to  Congress  In  which 
hs  directed  the  Secretary  of  Transpor- 
tation to  proceed  with  both  proposals. 
The  President  recognised  that  pollu- 
tion Is  a global  problem  and  that  Inter- 
national action  1s  the  best  solution.  Hs 
therefore  allowed  5 years  for  his  pro- 
posals to  be  considered  and  acted 
upon.  Olven  the  existing  climate  of  In- 
ternational agreement  on  the  second 
radar  and  In  view  of  the  ongoing  nego- 
tiations concerning  collision  avoidance 
aids.  It  Is  expected  that  both  matters 
will  be  resolved  within  that  time. 


Draft i no  Information 

The  principal  persons  Involved  In 
drafting  this  rule  are  Mr.  Fred 
Schwer,  Project  Manager.  Office  of 
Marine  Environment  and  Systems, 
and  Mr.  Stanley  Colby.  Project  Attor- 
ney, Office  of  Chief  Counsel. 

Withdrawal  or  Profosal  to  Require 
Collision  Avoidancs  (CA)  Aids 

N 

Responses  to  the  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking  were  split  nearly  evenly, 
pro  and  con  on  the  subject  of  CA  aids. 
Eighty-eight  favorable  comments  were 
received.  78  of  which  were  from  pri- 
vate cltlsens  expressing  general  con- 
cern for  the  environment  and  13  of 
which  were  from  directly  Interested 
pe^lM,  such  as  ship  owners.  CA  man- 
ufacturers. and  other  Qovemment 
agencies.  Elghty-ftve  commenters  ob- 
jected to  or  suggested  various  changes 
In  the  proposal. 

The  1078  Tanker  Safety  and  Pollu- 
tion Prevention  Conference,  a plenipo- 
tentiary ministerial  conference  Includ- 
ing 83  nations  and  17  International  or- 
ganisations. was  held  In  London  from 
February  6 to  18,  1078.  The  Confer- 
ence adopted  the  second  radar  require- 
ment as  an  International  standard,  but 
deferred  action  on  CA  aids.  Instead, 
the  Conference  requested  the  Inter- 
governmental Maritime  Consultative 
Organisation  (IMCO).  a U.N.  agency, 
to  • • develop  performance  stand- 
ards for  collision  avoidance  aids  as  a 
matter  of  urgency  and  not  later  than 
July  1.  1070.”  The  Conference  further 
requested  IMCO  to  prepare  require- 
ments for  the  carriage  of  CA  aids  and 
to  develop  a training  program  for  In- 
struction In  the  use  of  the  aids. 

In  view  of.  the  responses  to  the 
notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  and  In 
light  of  the  actions  of  the  recent 
Tanker  Conference,  the  Coast  Quart 
Is  withdrawing  the  proposal  In  COD 
77-016  that  would  require  CA  aids. 
Coast  Quart  representatives  will  par- 
ticipate In  the  IMCO  proceedings  and 
will  reevaluate  the  need  for  a U.S. 
rulemaking  on  the  requirement  for  CA 
aids  when  the  International  body  has 
completed  It*  work.  Persona  wishing  to 
contribute  to  U.S.  participation  In  the 
IMCO  discussions  may  contact  Cap- 
tain Orelner  for  further  Information. 

Discussion  or  Major  Comments 
Concern  i no  Second  Radar 

Ninety-five  letters  of  comment  sup- 
porting the  requirement  of  a second 
radar  system  on  large  vessels  were  re- 
ceived. They  Included  78  letters  of  en- 
vironmentally motivated  general  sup- 
port as  well  as  letters  from  pilots,  ship 
owners,  manufacturers.  Stale  and  Fed- 
eral agencies  and  others.  Four  corre- 
spondents suggested  that  the  decision 
to  Install  a second  radar  system  would 
be  better  left  to  the  ship  owner.  They 


pointed  out  that  some  teasels  are  dedi- 
cated to  service  In  areas  that  rarely 
have  poor  visibility  or  heavy  vessel 
traffic.  One  other  commenter  recom- 
mended that  mobile  offshore  drilling 
units  be  excluded  from  the  require- 
ment. 

The  Coast  Ouart  does  not  agree 
with  either  of  these  suggestions. 
Radar  1s  a time  tested  and  proven  aid 
for  navigation  and  collision  avoidance. 
Self-propelled  vessels  of  10,000  gross 
tons  and  larger  should  not  be  left 
handicapped  and  possibly  endangered 
by  the  failure  of  their  primary  radar. 
Moreover,  a second  working  radar 
adds  an  element  of  flexibility  In  radar 
use  that  can  enhance  safe  navigation. 

The  1078  Tanker  Safety  Conference 
concurred  In  the  value  of  a second 
radar  system  fpr  large  vessels.  The 
Conference  adopted  a protocol  with  a 
change  to  chapter  V.  regulation  13.  of 
the  International  Convention  for  the 
Safety  of  Life  at  Sea.  1074  (SOLAS 
‘74).  which  will  require  "all  ships  of 
10,000  tons  gross  tonnage  and  upwards 
[to]  be  fitted  with  two  radars,  each  ca- 
pable of  operating  Independently  of 
the  other."  The  SOLAS  '74  Conven- 
tion Is  before  the  U.8.  Senate  for  Its 
advice  and  consent.  The  protocol  will 
be  submitted  to  the  U.S.  Senate  when 
the  official  text  has  been  received. 
The  June  1.  1070,  effective  date  for 
this  regulation  Is  In  accordance  with 
International  commitments  made  at 
the  Tanker  Safety  Conference. 

There  has  been  some  discussion 
about  the  meaning  of  the  phrase 
"•  * * each  capable  of  operating  Inde- 
pendently of  the  other."  The  Intent  Is 
to  require  two  completely  separate 
systems.  Including  antenna, 
waveguides,  consoles,  etc.,  and  a sepa- 
rate branch  power  supply  circuit,  so 
that  a failure  of  any  system  compo- 
nent will  not  disable  both  systems. 
This  Is  consistent  with  the  Intent  of 
the  Coast  Ouart  proposal  (as  dis- 
cussed In  the  May  16th  notice],  for 
without  discrete  systems  there  Is  no 
redundancy. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing, 
part  164  of  chapter  I,  title  33.  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  Is  amended  by 
adding  new  1 164.37  to  read  as  follows: 

f 144.37  Equipment:  Vessels  of  10,044 
grou  lone  or  more. 

Each  vessel  of  10,000  gross  tons  or 
more  must  have.  In  addition  to  the 
radar  system  under  1 164.36(a),  a 
second  marine  radar  system  that  oper- 
ates Independently  of  the  first. 

Not*.- Independent  operation  means  two 
completely  separate  systems,  from  separate 
branch  power  supply  circuits  or  distribution 
panels  to  antennas,  so  that  failure  of  any 
component  of  one  system  will  not  render 
the  other  system  Inoperative. 
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Non.— TIm  OoMt  Ouard  hae  determined 
that  this  document  doee  not  eonUIn  a 
major  prapoaai  requiring  preparation  of  an 
economic  Impact  SUtement  under  execu- 
tive Order  11(21.  aa  amended.  and  OMB  Cir- 
cular A-101. 

J.  B.  Hans, 

Admiral  US.  Coott  Guard 
Commandant 

Jolt  IB.  1818. 

(FR  Doc.  7 1- (0447  Filed  7-tl-Tft  14!  am) 
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Rulemaking  Activity  Related  to  the 
Ports  and  Waterways  Safety  Act  of  1972 

I.  Final  Rules  Published  in  1978: 

1.  Navigation  Safety  Regulations  (Second  Radar)  (77-016) 

2.  Mobile  Offshore  Drilling  Uhits  (73-251) 

II.  Published  Notices  of  Proposed  Rulemaking  Still  Being  Developed  as 

1.  Tanker  Safety  and  Pollution  Prevention  - 
Information  and  Regulatory  Implementation 
Plan  (78-053) 

2.  Inert  Gas  Systems  for  Tankers  (77-057) 

3.  Standards  of  Training  and  Certification  of  Seafarers 
(78-100) 

4.  Benzene  Carriage  Requirements  (75-075) 

5.  Tanker  Safety  and  Pollution  Prevention  Schedule  (77-053a) 

6.  Tankerman  Certification  (74-044) 

7.  Tank  Vessel  Manual  of  Operations  (75-148) 

8.  Emergency  Steering  Systems  (77-063) 

9.  Double  Bottoms  and  Segregated  Ballast  for 
linkers  (77-058) 

10.  Firehouse  Nozzle  Requirements  (76-086) 

11.  Revisions  to  the  Electrical  Requirements  (74-125) 

12.  CM.1  Pollution  Prevention,  Vessel  and  Oil 
Transfer  Facilities  (75-124) 

13*  Ibnk  Vessel  Carrying  Oil  Bulk  Cargo  Monitors 
(76-886) 

14.  Oil  Pollution  Prevention  Equipment,  Specifications 
(76-882) 


July 

24, 

1978 

Dec. 

1978 

Rules: 

Apr. 

20, 

1978 

May 

16, 

1978 

July 

31, 

1978 

Aug. 

21, 

1976 

Sep. 

21, 

1978 

Apr. 

25, 

1977 

May 

9, 

1977 

May 

16, 

1977 

May 

16, 

1977 

June 

17, 

1977 

June 

27, 

1977 

June 

27, 

1977 

June 

27, 

1977 

June 

27, 

1977 
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15.  Vessels  Carrying  Bulk  Liquid  Gases  (77-069)  June  30, 

16.  Electronic  Navigation  (77-168)  Nov.  14, 

17.  Standards  for  Liquefied  Gas  Carriers  (74-289)  Oct.  4, 


1977 

1977 

1976 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
UNITED  STATES  COAST  GUARD 


notices 


MAI  LINO  ABOUMI 

u.s  coast ouard  (G-HVP/82) 

WASHINGTON.  D C MM 

onono  (202)426-1500 


16720-1. 1/STW 
2 August  1978 


•Th*  following  notice  Is  for  Inforastlon  and  to  assist  In  answering 
Inquiries  frow  the  public  on  thq  International  Conference  on  Training 
and  Certification  of  Seafarers , 1978. 


MPAKTMMT  Of  TRANSfOtTAOON 

tOOD  1S-1M) 


flANOAtOI  Of  miss  AMS 

curmcAnoN  or  HAfAsnu 


Pnrou 

The  purpose  of  this  Notice  Is  to 
Inform  the  public  of  the  result*  of  the 
lote motions!  Conference  on  Training 
and  Certification  of  Seafarer*.  mi 
(held  under  the  suaploee  of  the  Inter- 
govermental  Maritime  Ooniultatlve 
Organisation  UMCO)  in  association 
with  the  IntemstionAl  Labor  Organl- 
sstion  (XLO)  from  June  14  through 
July  7. 1S78);  end.  to  provide  notice  to 
the  public  of  the  Coast  Ouard's  Intent 
to  formulate  proposal*  for  regulatory 
implementation  of  the  result*  of  the 
Conference  In  the  near  future. 

■Acamotnm 

In  sarlr  1170  an  DICO  working 
group  reported  “that  In  view  of  the 
continuing  alarming  rise  In  maritime 
casualties  and  pollution.  It  Is  necessary 
for  urgent  action  to  be  taken,  aimed  at 
strengthening  and  Improving  stand- 
ards and  professional  qualifications  of 
asarlnera,  as  a means  of  securing 
better  guarantees  of  safety  at  sea  and 
protection  of  the  marine  environ- 
ment.” 

Accordingly,  at  its  14  th  cession  (Oc- 
tober 1171)  the  DICO  Maritime 
Safety  Committee  established  the 
Subcommittee  on  Standards  of  Train- 
tog  and  Watchkeeping  and  tasked  It 
with  studying  the  subject,  and  proper- 
tag  a position  to  be  considered  at  the 
Joint  DiCO/ILO  Committee  so  Train- 
tag  or.  as  appropriate.  In  conjunction 
with  other  members  of  the  UK. 
family.  This  subcommittee  met  ooee  to 
1173  and  twice  a year  thereafter  and 
produced  a draft  Convention  for  con- 
sideration by  this  1178  Conference. 


During  the  winter  of  1878-77.  several 
tanker  casual  ties  oocurred  to  or  near 
UjS.  watery  which  demonstrated  a 
■sod  for  an  International  effort  to  im- 
prove the  level  of  safety  on  tank  ves- 
sels and  to  decrease  their  pollution  po- 
tential. 

President  Carter,  ta  a March  17, 
1877.  message  to  Congress,  proposed  a 
saris*  of  toltlatlves  on  tank  vessel 
safety  and  pollution  prevention  which 
ohould  be  taken  nationally  and  Inter- 
nationally. The  toltlatlves  were  broad 
in  scope  and  covered  three  major 

1.  Improved  vessel  tospectlon  and 
oortifieation. 

&.  Improved  crew  standards. 

8.  Improved  vessel  construction  and 
equipment  standards. 

Improved  vessel  tospectlon  and  certi- 
fication standards  and  procedures,  as 
well  as  improved  construction  and 
equipment  standards,  were  addressed 
by  the  International  Conference  on 
Tanker  BAfety  and  Pollution  Preven- 
tion. February  8-17, 1878,  under  DfCO 
auspices.  (Bee  PR  dated  April  30,  1878. 
Part  n.  page  18888) 

The  improvement  of  crew  standards 
was  the  subject  of  the  International 
Conference  on  Training  and  Certifica- 
tion of  Seafarers,  1878.  Originally 
scheduled  for  the  end  of  1878,  the 
Conference  date  was  advanced  to 
JUne-July  at  the  request  of  the  United 
•totes  as  part  of  this  Initiative  on  tank 
vessel  safety  and  pollution  prevention. 
The  mission  of  the  Conference  was  to 
work  for  a strong  and  effective  Con- 
vention capable  of  early  ratification  by 
all  nations  so  that  It  might  oome  Into 
force  a*  early  as  possible. 

Individuals  or  parties  Interested  to 
full  details  of  the  June-July  Confer- 
ence may  obtain  further  documenta- 
tion from  the  Coast  Ouard.  A docu- 
ment has  been  prepared  for  distribu- 
tion containing  the  Pinal  Act  of  the 
Conference  and  Attachment  1 thereto, 
the  International  Convention  on 
Standards  of  Training.  Certification 
and  Watchkeeping  for  Seafarers,  1878. 
•very  effort  has  been  made  to  ensure 
Ms  accuracy,  however,  the  official  doc- 


uments from  DfCO  win  not  be  availa- 
ble for  some  time  to  allow  for  transla- 
tion Into  five  official  languages. 

A copy  of  the  Pinal  Act  of  the  Con- 
ference may  be  obtained  by  writing: 
Commandant  (O-MVP/83),  UjS.  Coast 
Ouard.  Washington.  D.C.  80880. 

Cowrmuotcs  on  TCamne  am 
Caenn canoe  or  ftears— a.  1878 

mfHUTWMIUBMUSmU 

At  th*  Conference.  73  nations  agreed 
en  the  text  of  the  world's  first  Inter- 
national Convention  establishing  basic 
requirements  on  training,  certification 
and  watchkeeping  for  masters,  officer* 
and  crew*  of  “seagoing"  merchant 
«iii|e  This  Convention  doee  not  apply 
to  war  ships,  naval  auxiliaries,  or 
other  government-owned  ships  to  gov- 
ernmental nonoommerical  service,  nor 
does  it  apply  to  fishing  vessels  or 
yachts. 

The  new  treaty,  the  International 
Convention  on  Standards  of  Training. 
Certification  and  Watcbkeeptog  for 
Seafarers.  1878.  has  the  stated  pur- 
pose: “To  promote  safety  of  life  and 
property  at  eea  and  the  protection  of 
the  marine  environment"  Based  on 
the  official  assumption  that  human 
error  In  some  aspects  Is  a contributing 
factor  to  over  80  percent  of  maritime 
aocidente.  the  Improved  training  and 
qualification  standards,  when  Imple- 
mented. should  better  qualify  person 
uel  on  board  ship*  to  avoid  maritime 
casualties. 
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VOL  ta  MO.  ir 


Nonas 


The  principal  provisions  in  the  arti- 
cle* of  the  convention  pertain  to  the 
Issuance  of  certificates  to  seafarer* 
and  to  the  exercise  of  control  with  re- 
spect to  such  certificates  on  all  ships 
when  In  the  ports  of  a party  to  the 
Convention.  Existing  certificates  and 
those  issued  under  national  practice  to 
seafarers  who  commenced  their  sea 
service  before  the  entry  into  force  of 
the  Convention  will  continue  to  be  rec- 
ognised. Coder  very  limited  and  specif- 
ic conditions  a dispensation,  to  permit 
a seafarer  to  serve  In  a capacity  for 
which  he  does  not  hold  the  appropri- 
ate certificate,  may  be  granted  In  cir- 
cumstances of  an  exceptional  necessi- 
ty. However,  dispensation*  will  not  be 
granted  to  masters  and  chief  engineer* 
except  in  cases  of  extreme  emergency. 
The  control  procedures  will  enable  an 
administration  to  ascertain  that  sea- 
farers on  ships  arriving  in  their  ports 
comply  with  the  Convention.  In  cases 
of  nonoompllance  with  the  provisions 
of  this  Convention.  In  regard  to  failure 
of  seafarers  required  to  hold  a certifi- 
cate to  have  an  appropriate  valid  cer- 
tificate or  valid  dispensation,  or.  fail- 
ure of  navigational  or  engineering 
watch  arrangements  to  conform  to  the 
requirements  specified  for  the  ship  by 
the  flag  state,  a ship  may  be  detained. 

The  Annex  to  the  Convention  con- 
tains the  regulations  which  establish 
standards  for  certificating  masters, 
deck  and  engineer  officers,  and  for  Is- 
suing authorised  documents  to  unli- 
censed ratings  In  the  deck  department. 
Requirements  for  sea  service,  training, 
professional  examination,  and  physi- 
cal fitness  were  incorporated  to  ensure 
that  the  level  of  qualification  for  sea- 


farers Is  uniformly  attained  in  all 
countries.  Additionally,  requirements 
wbre  established  In  regard  to  the 
training  and  qualification  of  masters, 
officers  and  ratings  for  oil.  chemical 
and  liquefied  gas  tankers.  These  latter 
provisions  were  adopted  by  the  Con- 
ference largely  as  a result  of  a resolu- 
tion adopted  by  the  February  1S78. 
Conference  on  Tanker  Safety  and  Pol- 
lution Prevention. 

The  Conference  also  adopted  S3  res- 
olutions which  reinforce  the  Couvcn- 
recommending  additional  pro- 
end  inviting  further  develop- 
ment of  appropriate  training  require- 
ments by  the  organisation.  Although 
the  S3  resolutions  adopted  at  this  Con- 
ference do  not  form  a part  of  the  con- 
vention. being  recommendations  only, 
the  United  State*  will  be  considering 
knplementlng  edrtaln  provisions  of 
these  resolutions,  where  desirable. 

The  Convention  will  enter  into  force 
IS  months  after  15  nations,  with  com- 
bined merchant  fleets  constituting  50 
percent  of  the  gross  tonnage  of  the 
world's  merchant  shipping,  have 
cither  signed  without  reservation  or 
deposited  an  instrument  of  ratifica- 
tion. acceptance,  accession,  or  approv- 
al. The  effect  of  its  benefits  may  be  re- 
alised much  sooner  since  many  of  the 
more  established  maritime  nations, 
which  have  already  evolved  standards 
comparable  to  the  Convention  require- 
ments. Intend  to  work  toward  imple- 
menting the  provisions  before  the 
Convention  comm  Into  force. 


NnanMnos 

The  Coast  Ouard  intends,  at  a later 
date,  to  publish  proposed  nils*  for  im- 
plementation of  specific  provisions  of 
the  Convention,  as  well  as  the  desir- 
able portions  of  the  resolutions  adopt- 
ed by  the  Conference,  which  would 
call  for  higher  standards  tiia»  are 
presently  required  by  VS  rules  and 
regulations  for  licensing  of  merchant 
marine  personnel.  Public  comments 
will  be  Invited  at  that  time. 

Dated:  July  11.  lptg. 

. WEtaxm. 

Jtecr  Admiral  VS  Cbosf  Orient 
atef,  Officer  tj  Afemkaat 
Marine  Safety. 

D*  Doc.  n-nm  POsd  T-SS-tS;  era  sml 


MMkAi  mourn,  vet.  eg,  no.  isr  monpat,  jut  si,  ms 


15.  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
UNITED  STATES  COAST  QUABD 
Washington,  DC.  30590 

ONcial  BimImm 

vsnalty  ids  rtivATt  use.  m 


vetnot  *■»  vita  nit 
omitid  Him  cult  scale 

DOT  »14 
FIRST  CLASS 


4-1 


APPENDIX  5 


1978  AMERICAN  PETROLEUM  INSTITUTE 


TANKER  CONFERENCE 


2 OCTOBER  1978 

1NN1SBROOK,  TARPON  SPRINCS,  FLORIDA 


A DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  USCG 


FOREIGN  TANK  VESSEL  EXAMINATION  PROGRAM 


AND  AN  ANALYSIS  OF  THE  RESULTS 


OF  THAT  PROGRAM  FROM 


JANUARY  1977  THF.V  JUNE  1978 





As  a prelude  to  the  discussion  of  the  Foreign  Tank  Vessel  Examination 
Program,  it  is  important  to  realise  that  there  is  a great  deal  of  difference 
in  the  scope  of  Involvement  and  control  that  the  U.  S.  Coast  Cuard  exerts 
over  V.  S.  flag  tankers  vs.  that  of  the  foreign  flag  tanker  calling  at  a 
U.  S.  port.  Trom  the  initial  review  of  its  plans  before  construction  until 
it  is  scrapped  or  sold  to  a foreign  owner,  the  U.  S.  flag  tanker  has  continuous 
Involvement  with  the  U.  S.  Coast  Guard  to  Insure  that  it  is  in  compliance  with 
applicable  Federal  regulations  and  international  agreements.  A foreign  flag 
tanker,  or.  the  other  hand,  having  the  necessary  certificates  and  being  from 
a nation  signatory  to  the  international  convention  for  vessel  safety  is 
largely  exempt  from  domestic  regulation.  The  primary  exceptions  to  this 
are  those  vessels  required  to  obtain  a Letter  of  Compliance  for  the  carriage 
of  hazardous  cargoes  in  bulk  and  those  vessels  examined  for  cause,  such  as 
involvement  in  a vessel  casualty  in  V.  S.  waters.  While  there  are  other 
reasons  for  U.  S.  Coast  Guard  Involvement  with  a foreign  flag  tanker  such 
as  examination  for  compliance  with  the  pollution  prevention  regulations  and 
navigation  safety  regulations,  essentially,  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Com- 
mercial Vessel  Safety  Program,  reoccurrlng  examinations  of  a foreign  flag 
vessel  was  out  of  the  ordinary.  That  state  of  affairs  changed  dramatically 
during  the  winter  of  1976-1977. 

The  present  expanded  Foreign  Tank  Vessel  Examination  Program  was  born 
on  the  evening  of  17  December  1976  in  Los  Angeles  Harbor  with  the  explosion 
of  the  SS  SANSINC1A,  resulting  in  six  deaths  plus  three  missing  and  presumed 
dead,  injuries  to  58  persons,  release  of  approximately  20,000  gallons  of 
bunker  oil  into  the  harbor,  and  loss  of  a vessel  valued  at  twenty-one  point 
six  (21.6)  million  dollars. 
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This  casualty  was  one  of  a ouster  of  tragic  incidents  that  tegan 
two  days  earlier  (15  December)  with  the  grounding  of  the  tank  vessel  ARGO 
MERCHANT  twenty-eight  (28)  miles  southeast  of  Nantucket  Island,  resulting 


' 


in  the  spill  of  7.3  million  gallons  of  #6  fuel  oil  and  the  loss  of  the  vessel. 
These  two  casualties  were  quickly  followed  by  a pollution  Incident  Involving 
the  tank  vessel  OSVEGO  PEACE,  wherein  5,000  gallons  of  bunker  oil  leaked 
through  the  skin  of  a tank  into  the  Thames  Fiver  in  New  London,  Conn,  on 
24  December;  the  grounding  of  the  tank  vessel  OLYMPIC  GAMES  in  the  Delaware 
River  on  27  December,  resulting  in  the  spill  of  133,000  gallons  of  crude  oil 
with  no  loss  of  life;  the  grounding  of  the  fully  loaded  ore/oll  carrier 
SS  DAPHNE  while  approaching  a harbor  in  Fuerto  Rico  on  28  December;  the  ex- 
plosion and  fire  on  board  the  ore/oil  carrier  SS  MARY  ANN  on  1 January  in  the 
Atlantic  Ocean,  resulting  in  injuries  to  two  CTewmembers;  the  disappearance 
of  the  fully  loaded  (8.2  million  gallons  of  #6  oil)  tank  vessel  GRAND  ZENITH 
with  her  entire  crew  in  the  North  Atlantic  Ocean  enroute  Providence,  R.  1. 
around  2 January  1977;  the  grounding  on  4 January  1977  of  the  tank  vessel 
UNIVERSE  LEADER  in  the  Delaware  River  with  no  loss  of  cargo;  the  loss  of  the 
coastwise  U.  S.  tank  vessel  CHESTER  A.  POLING  on  10  January  due  to  struc- 
tural failure  in  the  Atlantic  Ocean  with  the  loss  of  one  life;  the  loss  of 
the  tank  vessel  IRENES  CHALLENGER  in  the  North  Pacific  Ocean  on  17  January 
with  three  crewmembers  missing;  the  explosion  of  the  tank  vessel  EXXON 
SAN  FRANCISCO  while  in  a U.  S.  port  on  27  January  with  the  loss  of  three 
lives;  the  striking  of  the  Hopewell  Bridge  in  Virginia  on  24  February  1977 
by  the  U.  S.  flag  commercial  carrier  SS  MARINE  FLORIDIAN  as  a result  of  a 
steering  gear  malfunction;  and  the  explosion  of  the  tank  vessel  CLAUDE 
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CONWAY  In  th«  Atlantic  Ocaan  on  27  March  1977,  resulting  In  tha  loaa  of 
twelve  llvaa  and  tha  vaaaol  Itself. 
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The  U.  S.  Coast  Guard,  in  response  to  conditions  found  by  the 
SS  SANSINENA  Varlne  Board  of  Investigation,  on  21  January  1977  Issued  a 
Commandant  Notice  to  marine  safety  offices  and  sisrlne  inspection  offices 
to  lsmediately  assign  qualified  marine  Inspectors  to  examine  the  cargo 
venting  and  handling  systems  of  foreign  flag  tankshlps  calling  at  V . S. 
ports.  Subsequent  detailed  guidelines  were  Issued  in  amplification  of  the 
original  order  detailing  the  goal  of  the  program  and  outlining  the  scope 
and  philosophy  for  conducting  the  examinations. 

These  guidelines  require  that  each  foreign  flag  tank  vessel  shall  be 
examined  at  least  annually  with  re-examinations  conducted  as  necessary  to 
ensure  the  correction  of  outstanding  deficiencies.  The  scope  of  the  exami- 
nation ensures  that  each  foreign  flag  tank  vessel  entering  V.  S.  waters  is 
in  compliance  with  the  general  safety  control  provisions  of  SOLAS  60,  the 
applicable  International  Load  Line  Convention  (1930  or  1966)  and  with  all 
applicable  U.  S.  regulations.  Each  full  examination  Is  conducted  by  at  least 
two  U.  S.  Coast  Guard  Inspectors  (normally,  a qualified  'larine  Inspector  and 
a qualified  Dangerous  Cargoman/Pollutlon  Investigator). 

Deficiencies  required  to  be  corrected  (temporarily  or  permanently) 
while  a tank  vessel  Is  In  a U.  S.  port  ere  those  that  pose  an  isninent 
threat  to  the  safety  of  the  port,  crew,  vessel  or  environment.  Depending 
upon  the  nature  of  the  deficiency,  correction  amy  be  required  prior  to 
cargo  transfer,  or  cargo  transfer  may  be  allowed  to  proceed  with  corrective 
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action  being  required  prior  to  the  vessel's  departure.  The  Officer  in  Charge, 
Marine  Inepection  (OQil)  indicates  the  date  (aonth/year)  by  which  a deficiency 
ahould  be  permanently  corrected.  In  aaking  thia  determination,  every  effort 
la  made  to  consult  with  the  master  to  ensure  a reasonable  and  equitable  time 
period  is  allotted.  However,  the  maximum  time  period  allowed  for  permanent 
correction  of  any  deficiency  may  not  exceed  one  year. 

Deficiencies  required  to  be  permanently  corrected  prior  to  a tank 
vessel  re-entering  a U.  S.  port  are  those  that  have  been  allotted  a specific 
time  period  to  affect  permanent  repairs.  A vessel  with  a deficiency  on 
record  must  be  boarded  at  the  first  U.  S.  port  of  call  after  the  expiration 
date  for  correction  of  that  deficiency.  Depending  upon  the  nature  of  the 
deficiency,  consideration  is  given  to  conducting  this  boarding  at  anchorage 
or  at  the  sea  buoy  rather  than  at  the  transfer  terminal.  If  permanent  re- 
pairs have  not  been  conpleted  within  the  allotted  time  period,  a re-evaluation 
of  the  temporary  repair  is  made  and  this  could  result  in  an  extension  of  the 
time  limit  for  permanently  correcting  the  deficiency.  Essentially,  these 
are  the  same  procedures  that  are  observed  for  U.  S.  flag  vessels  given 
similar  circumstances. 

In  the  event  an  extension  of  the  time  period  for  permanent  repair  is 
not  granted,  the  vessel  must  be  denied  entry  or  detained.  The  Tank  Vessel 
Act  (46  USC  391a)  provides  authority  to  deny  entry  into  the  navigable  waters 
of  the  U.  S.  to  a tankship  which  is  not  in  compliance  with  applicable  pro- 
visions of  the  Act  or  regulations  Issued  thereunder.  The  USCG  Captain  of 
the  Port  (C0T7)  has  been  delegated  this  authority  by  33  CFR  160.37  and  may 
exercise  the  authority  when  non-conpliance  constitutes  a hazard  to  the  en- 
vironment or  the  safety  of  the  port.  When  a COTF  determines  a vessel  is 


not  In  compliance  with  applicable  regulations,  he  will  notify  the  Master 
or  Agent  that  vessel  entry  Into  U.  S.  navigable  waters  Is  denied  until  the 
vessel  complies  with  the  applicable  regulations.  However,  the  COTP  only 
uses  this  authority  when  he  Is  satisfied  that  the  vessel.  If  not  In  com- 
pliance, would  constitute  a hazard  to  the  environment  or  the  safety  of  the 
port.  In  making  such  a determination,  he  fully  weighs  the  possible  result 
of  denial  of  entry  to  the  safety  of  the  vessel's  crew.  The  Ports  and 
Waterways  Safety  Act  and  33  CFR  160.35  provide  authority  for  the  COTP  to 
direct,  control  or  restrict  the  movement  of  any  vessel  in  the  navigable 
waters  of  the  U.  S.  for  safety  reasons.  The  Act  also  provides  the  authority 
for  a COTP  to  order  a vessel  to  depart  U.  S.  waters  when  a hazardous  condition 
results  from  non-compliance  with  applicable  regulations.  This  authority 
provides  the  COTP  with  an  effective  tool  to  direct,  control  or  restrict  the 
movements  of  a foreign  flag  tank  vessel  when  hazardous  circumstances  exist. 

The  hazardous  circumstance  Is  always  weighed  against  the  welfare  of  the 
vessel's  crew  in  exercising  this  authority. 

Regulation  19  of  Chapter  I,  SOLAS  60  authorizes  enforcement  officers 
of  parties  to  SOLAS  to  Intervene  In  cases  where  the  condition  of  a ship 
subject  to  SOLAS  may  present  a danger  to  the  passengers  or  crew  of  the  ship 
if  It  Is  permitted  to  sail.  OCMI's  do  not  hesitate  to  Intervene  in  cases 
where  a foreign  flag  vessel  subject  to  SOLAS  is  not  materially  in  compliance 
with  Its  SOLAS  certificates  so  as  to  pose  a threat  to  the  vessel's  passengers 
or  crew  If  it  is  permitted  to  depart. 

In  those  cases  where  foreign  flag  tank  vessels  are  found  to  have  defi- 
ciencies which  are  violations  of  applicable  U.  S.  regulations,  all  reasonable 


•f forts  ars  cads  to  require  permanent  correction  of  ths  dsflclsnclas  isoedl- 
•tsly.  Thoss  dcflclanclss  not  required  to  bs  permanently  corractsd  ismed lately 
•rs  appropriately  recorded  on  the  Tank  Veaael  Examination  Utter.  All 
foreign  flag  tank  veaaela  which  have  been  previously  examined  and  subsequently 
are  found  not  to  be  in  compliance  with  applicable  U.  S.  regulations,  after 
either  being  In  compliance  at  a previous  examination  or  after  expiration  of 
any  permitted  delay  In  correction,  are  cited. 

Regulation  13  of  Chapter  V of  SOLAS  60  Imposes  an  obligation  on  parties 
to  SOLAS  to  ensure  that  ships  of  their  nationality  are  sufficiently  and  ef- 
ficiently manned  from  the  point  of  view  of  safety  of  life  at  sea.  While 
there  are  at  present  no  precise  manning  standards  which  may  be  applied  to 
foreign  flag  tank  vessels  in  all  situations,  the  following  general  guidelines 
are  observed  by  the  U.  S.  Coast  Cuard  regarding  manning  to  ensure  that  operations 
and  movements  in  U.  S.  waters  are  conducted  safely.  Normally,  no  foreign  flag 
tank  vessel  of  nore  than  1600  gross  tons  entering  U.  S.  ports  should  be  manned 
with  fewer  than  the  following  complement  of  licensed  officers:  One  Master, 
two  Mates,  one  Chief  Engineer  and  one  Assistant  Engineer.  All  licenses  must 
be  current  and  appropriate  as  to  route,  tonnage,  horsepower,  etc.,  and  must 
have  been  lasued  by  the  administration  of  the  country  of  vessel  registry  or 
by  a nation  signatory  to  the  SOLAS  60  Convention.  A vessel  manned  other  thAn 
In  accordance  with  these  guidelines  need  not  In  every  case  be  subjected  to 
restrictions  upon  Its  operations  or  its  movements;  however,  care  Is  exercised 
to  ensure  that  any  proposed  operation  or  movement  can  be  safely  conducted. 

If,  In  the  judgement  of  an  examining  officer,  a proposed  operation  or  movement 
cannot  be  safely  conducted  without  eome  change  In  the  vessel's  manning,  con- 
sideration Is  given  to  Imposition  of  restrictions  under  33  CFR  Part  160  and 
related  regulations. 


The  normal  operational  procedure  for  U.  S.  Coaet  Guard  control  of  foreign 
flag  tank  vasaals  entering  the  navigable  wetera  of  the  U,  S,  is  as  follow: 


Master  or  Agent  must  provide  vessel  24  hour  advance  notice 
of  vessel  arrival  to  Captain  of  the  Port  (COTP)  (required 
by  33  CFR  Pert  124) 


Captain  of  the  Port  and/or  Officer  in  Charge,  Marine  Inspection  (OCMI) 
Query  of  Interim  Marine  Safety  Information  System  for  possible  past 
history  of  vessel  vhich  may  Include:  (a)  history  of  violation  of  U.  S. 
safety  and  environmental  protection  regulations,  (b)  history  of  pollu- 
tion Incidents  In  U.  S.  waters,  (c)  history  of  Coast  Guard  boardings 
and  examinations,  (d)  history  of  casualty  data. 


Based  upon  available  Information,  a decision  Is  made  concerning  each 
tank  vessel  entry  by  COTP  and  OCMI  or  GO  ?fSO. 


Boarding  Unnecessary 

1 

No  further  Coast  Guard 

action  this  vessel  entry 

1 

Enter  fact  in  Interim 

MS1S 


Boarding  Necessary 

Boarding  and  Examination 
Necessarv 

1 

COTP  dispatch  (one)  qualified 
Coast  Guard  dangerous  cargoman/ 
pollution  Investigator  to 
Monitor  cargo  transfer  oper- 
ation for  safety  and  compliance 
with  U.  S.  Pollution  Prevention 
Regulation 

1 

OCMI  and  COTP  dispatch  (< 
qualified  Coast  Guard  Ma- 
Inspector  and  (one)  qual 
fled  Coast  Guard  dangero 
eargoman/pollution  inves 
gator  to  conduct  foreign 
tank  vessel  examination 
accordance  with  Cosmands 

I 

Enter  results  in  Interim 

VSIS 

Instruction  16711.4  date 
J6  February  1978  and  to 
monitor  cargo  transfer 
operation 

1 

Enter  results  in  Interl 
MSIS,  Issue  letter  of  it 
stating  examination  re 
forward  copy  of  letter 
Coast  Guard  Headquarte: 
Merchant  Vessel  Inspect 
Division  (G-MVI). 

Boarding  and  Examination  Necessary  (Con't.) 

! 

Letters  coded  and  filed  by  G-MVI  following  entry  of  coded  data  into 
automated  file  for  later  analyals.  Letters  are  utilised  as  the  basis 
for  the  ongoing  analysis  of  the  foreign  tank  vaasel  examination  pro- 
gram and  to  provide  copies  to  foreign  governments  on  request. 

Results  of  program  analysis  are  utilised  to  provide  data  for: 

a.  Measuring  program  effectiveness 

b.  Testimony  before  Congressional  subcommittees 

c.  Response  to  Congressional  and  Departmental  inquiries 

d.  Justification  for  additional  resource  requests 

e.  Justification  of  U.  S.  proposals  in  the  ongoing  international 
effort  at  IMCO  to  improve  tanker  safety  and  reduce  oil  pollution 

f.  Providing  feedback  to  Coast  Guard  field  offices 


In  the  eighteen  months  (January  1977  through  June  1978)  that  the 
foreign  tanker  examination  program  has  been  in  effect,  there  have  been 
3,427  examinations  of  1,330  different  vessels  in  United  States  coastal 
ports  as  well  as  ports  in  Puerto  Rico,  Hawaii  and  Alaska.  Out  of  this 
total  of  3,427  vessel  examinations,  1,598  examinations  revealed  no 
deficiencies  aboard  the  vessels  while  the  remaining  1,829  examinations 
resulted  in  the  issuing  of  deficiency  letters  to  the  Masters  of  these 
foreign  flag  tankers. 


The  number  of  foreign  flag  tanker  examinations  by  country  of  registry. 
Figure  1,  shows  that  tank  vessels  from  Liberia  have  been  examined  almost 
2,5  times  as  frequently  as  tank  vessels  from  Greece,  which  in  turn  is 
followed  closely  by  tank  vessels  from  Norway,  United  Kingdom,  Panama,  Japan, 
and  vessels  from  thirty-nine  other  countries. 
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As  examination  results  were  received  in  U.  S.  Coast  Guard  Headquarters, 
the  year  each  vessel  was  built  and  its  tonnage  was  researched  in  an  effort 
to  correlate  vessel  age,  country  of  registry,  dead  weight  tonnage  range, 
and  deficiency  profile.  It  was  found  (January  1978)  that  the  average  age  of 
foreign  flag  vessels  being  examined  in  this  program  was  ten  years  of  age.  The 
age  profile  revealed  that  25. 4%  were  1-5  years  of  age,  18.5%  were  6-10  years 
of  age,  27.2%  were  11-15  years  of  age,  20.7%  were  16-20  years  of  age,  and 
7.2%  were  in  excess  of  20  years  of  age.  The  largest  grouping  of  foreign 
flag  tank  vessels  fell  into  the  20,000  to  40,000  DWT  range.  This  sizing  is 
quite  comparible  to  active  U.  S.  flag  tank  vessels  of  similar  ocean  service 
and  relates,  to  a great  extent,  to  the  configuration  and  controlling  depths 
in  U.  S.  navigable  waterways. 

In  the  foreign  tanker  examination  program  thus  far,  9,487  deficiencies 
have  been  reported.  Table  1 shows  Individual  examinations  and  deficiencies 
for  each  country  as  compared  with  the  total  number  of  examinations  and 
deficiencies.  Among  the  vessels  of  the  most  frequently  examined  countries, 
Greece  shows  the  largest  negative  spread  (percent  of  deficiencies  is  higher 
than  percent  of  examinations)  with  Spain,  Norway,  South  Korea,  and  France  ex- 
hibiting a slight  negative  spread  and  the  other  countries  either  being  equal 
or  showing  a lesser  deficiency  to  examination  percentage. 

A vessel's  age  grouping  was  contrasted  with  the  overall  number  of 
deficiencies  for  that  vessel  to  develop  a deficiency  distribution  by  age. 
Table  2 compares  the  age  profile  developed  earlier  with  this  deficiency 
distribution  and  revealed  that  the  55.1%  of  vessels  in  excess  of  ten  years 
of  aRe  accounted  for  73.6%  of  the  deficiencies  discovered  in  the  administra- 
tion of  this  program. 


5-10 


Table  2 

Comparisons  by  Vessel  Age 


1-10  Years 

Navigation  Safety 
> 10  Years  Regulations 

ae  Unknown 


A tabulation  of  the  daflclaney  typos  shows  that  cargo  ventilation 
system  deficiencies  were  discovered  at  a rate  twice  that  of  the  next  nearest 
deficiency  type.  Similar  to  the  age  grouping  in  the  overall  distribution 
of  deficiencies,  the  individual  deficiency  types  exhibit  a similar  percentage 
distribution  again  using  vessel's  age  as  a basis.  For  example,  twenty-one 
percent  of  the  deficiencies  discovered  in  the  ventilation  system,  cargo 
piping  system,  pump  room,  electrical  system,  and  fire  protection  systems 
were  found  aboard  vessels  of  less  than  ten  years  of  age  with  the  remaining 
seventy-eight  percent  (1  percent  had  unknown  ages)  found  on  vessels  older 
than  ten  years  of  age.  Of  the  major  deficiency  categories,  only  cargo 
handling  gear  deficiencies  and  navigation  safety  regulations  deficiencies 
did  not  exhibit  as  high  a percentage  favoring  older  tank  vessels.  The  dis- 
tribution for  these  categories  was  between  thirty  to  forty-three  percent  for 
vessels  one  to  ten  years  old  with  the  remaining  fifty-five  to  sixty-nine 
percent  (1  percent  had  unknown  ages)  attributable  to  tankers  over  ten  years 
of  age.  This  is  logical  considering  the  vital  role  that  these  systems  play 
in  the  daily  operation  of  a tank  vessel.  It  is  the  attention  given  to  these 
areas,  vice  the  others,  that  accounts  for  the  closer  percentage  distribution 
between  age  groupings.  An  evaluation  and  enumeration  of  the  deficiency  types 
is  as  follows: 

Cargo  and  Bunker  Venting  System  - (3,160  deficiencies)  - this 
singular  area  accounts  for  the  largest  number  of  deficiencies.  The  most  common 
of  these  are  (1)  defective  or  missing  flame  screens,  (2)  defective  or  missing 
pressure/vacuum  valves,  (3)  wasted  and  holed  vent  piping,  end  (4)  wasted 
and  holed  vent  masts  and  vent  headers.  The  above  four  items  have  been 
reported  vrith  almost  equal  frequency. 
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Cargo  Piping  SyittM  - (1,494  deficiencies)  - this  includes  both 


bunker  fuel  as  well  as  cargo  fuel  piping  systems  with  the  main  deficiency 
throughout  the  vessel  being  wasted,  holed  and  leaking  piping,  flange,  and 
spool  piece  connections. 

Cargo  Handling  Equipment  - (977  deficiencies)  - there  are  five 
discrepancies  reported  with  equal  frequency  and  a number  of  others  of 
lasser  frequency.  The  former  Include  (1)  Inoperative  cargo  pumps  or 
cargo  pumps  leaking  excessively,  (2)  wasted  and  leaking  steam  piping  to 
cargo  pumps,  (3)  leaking,  wasted  or  inoperative  cargo  valves,  (4)  inoperative 
stripping  pumps  and  (5)  cement  boxes  in  way  of  wasted  sea  suction  connections 
to  ballast  piping,  while  the  latter  group  Includes  (1)  inoperative  cargo 
pump  remote  shutdowns,  (2)  inoperative  gauges  and  cargo  monitoring  equipment 
and  (3)  leaking  or  inoperative  cargo  heating  colls. 

Tire  Protection  Systems  - (699  deficiencies)  - there  has  been  a 
variety  of  discrepancies  in  this  area  with  items  numbered  one  through  five 
below  being  reported  most  frequently.  The  deficiencies  are  (1)  wasted, 
missing  and  holed  steam  smothering  system  piping,  (2)  inoperative  valves 
in  steam  smothering  system,  (3)  inoperative  fire  dampers  in  pump  room 
ventilation  systems,  (4)  wasted  and  holed  flremain  system  piping,  (5) 
Inoperative  fire  pumps  and  firemain  valves,  (6)  missing  firehose,  (7)  port- 
able fire  extinguishers  missing  or  requiring  service,  (8)  semi-portable 
C02  systems  requiring  service,  and  (9)  Inoperative  sprinkler  systems  or 
foam  monitors. 

Pump  Room  - (805  deficiencies)  - the  most  frequently  found  pump 
room  deficiencies  consist  of  (1)  the  presence  of  excessive  product  in  the 
bilges,  (2)  wasted  and  missing  ventilation  supply  and  exhaust  ducting, 
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and  (3)  miasing  or  holad  ventilation  supply  and  ashauat  duct  flame  screens. 
Other  deficiencies  found  vlthln  the  puap  toon  areas  Include  (1)  Inoperative 
bilge  pumps  and  disconnected  reach  rods,  (2)  flammable  materials  and  loose 
tools  adrift,  (3)  defective  pump  room  weather  deck  watertight  doors,  and 
(4)  missing  or  broken  ladder  rungs. 

Electrical  Systems  - (609  deficiencies)  - the  electrical  exam- 
ination is  concentrated  mainly  in  the  pump  room  areas  and  on  the  weather 
deck  with  the  primary  defidenclas  being  (1)  defective  explosion  proof 
lights  and  junction  boxes  and  (2)  jury  rigged  wiring  and  Installations. 

Other  electrical  deficiencies  Include  (1)  dead  ended  wiring,  and  (2) 

Inadequate  or  non-approved  lighting,  such  as,  drop  cords  and  fixtures 
with  exposed  light  bulbs. 

Structural  Deficiency  - (248  deficiencies)  - the  most  frequently 
reported  strutural  deficiencies  are  (1)  cracks  in  the  pump  room  bulkheads 
between  the  cargo  tanks  and  the  pump  room,  causing  cargo  leakage  into  the 
pump  room,  and  (2)  cracks  and  holes  between  the  pump  room  and  the  engine 
room.  Other  structural  deficiencies  Include  (1)  defective  main  deck 
watertight  doors  leading  into  deck  houses,  (2)  cement  boxes  on  hull  and 
sea  suction  valves,  and  (3)  cracks  in  main  deck  and  superstructure  bulkheads. 

Personnel  Protective  Equipment  - (189  deficiencies)  - the  three 
common  deficiencies  are  (1)  missing  fireman's  outfits,  (2)  missing  or  defective 
explosive  meters,  and  (3)  missing  fresh  air  breathing  apparatus. 

Vital  Machinery  - (23  deficiencies)  - the  noteworthy  deficiencies 
Include  (1)  defective  emergency  generator,  (2)  defective  steering  gear  system, 
and  (3)  inoperative  auxiliary  generator. 

Life  Savina  Equipment  - (23  deficiencies)  - the  deficiencies  have 
centered  about  (1)  missing  life  rings,  (2)  missing  or  inoperative  life  ring 
lights,  and  (3)  defective  lifeboats. 
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Ship1*  Ventilation  System  - (11  deficiencies)  - th«  primary 
discrepancy  has  been  wasted  and  holed  ventilation  ducting  thereby  permitting 
the  egress  of  explosive  vapors  into  the  living  spaces  of  the  vessel. 

Navigation  Safety  Regulations  - (1,000  deficiencies)  - the  major 
deficiency  reported  has  been  the  lack  of  posted  vessel  maneuvering  information 
and  to  a much  lesser  extent  the  lack  of  U.  S.  navigation  publications  and  up- 
dated charts  of  the  areas  to  be  transited. 

The  Impact  of  this  newly  created  program  caused  considerable  strain 
on  existing  U.  S.  Coast  Guard  personnel  resources.  Accordingly,  the  Coast 
Guard  requested  and  received  during  fiscal  years  1978  and  1979,  163  additional 
officer  and  enlisted  billets,  most  of  which  have  been  filled  for  assignment 
to  field  offices  for  the  foreign  tanker  examination  program.  The  priorities 
for  assignment  of  these  personnel  resources  were  primarily  determined  by  the 
level  of  activity  of  a particular  Marine  Safety  Office  or  Marine  Inspection 
Office.  Table  3 indicates  the  frequencies  of  foreign  tank  vessel  examinations 
at  various  ports  throughout  the  United  States.  The  list  is  not  all  inclusive 
and  only  shows  the  more  active  ports. 

The  major  question  to  be  answered  is  "Has  this  new  program  during  its 
brief  Infancy  Increased  the  overall  safety  level  aboard  foreign  flag  tank 
vessels?"  One  method  of  evaluating  the  progress  of  this  program  16  depicted 
in  Figure  2 by  way  of  a comparison,  over  time,  of  the  number  of  foreign  flag 
tank  vessels  having  outstanding  deficiencies  to  the  total  number  of  different 
vessels  involved  in  the  program.  The  resurgence,  around  1 July  1977,  in 
the  number  of  vessels  with  deficiencies  was  due  to  the  Influence  of  the 
newly  effective  navigation  safety  regulations.  The  recent  decrease  in 
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the  slope  of  the  curve  representing  number  of  different  vessels  exsmlned 
Is  beesuse  the  greet  majority  of  foreign  flag  tank  vessels  trading  at  1).  S. 
ports  have  been  examined  at  least  once  each  year.  The  large  numbers  of 
vessels  continuing  to  exhibit  deficiencies  are  older  vessels  whose  material 
and  maintenance  state  would  tend  to  preclude  the  complete  absence  of 
deficiencies  upon  close  examinations  of  this  kind.  Therefore,  It  is  anti- 
clpated  that  the  slope  of  the  curve  representing  vessels  with  deficiencies 
may  level  off  for  periods  of  time,  but  a slgnlflcent  decline  In  this  slope 
Is  not  forseen  In  the  Immediate  future.  The  deficiency  letters  themselves 
show  that  some  vessels  are  remaining  on  the  deficiency  listing  because  it 
was  considered  safe  in  these  instances  to  defer  permanent  repairs  until  the 
next  scheduled  drydocking  period.  This,  as  veil  as  the  nature  of  some  of  the 
navigation  safety  regulation  deficiencies,  has  tended  to  inflate  the  figures 
representing  number  of  vessels  vlth  outstanding  deficiencies. 

Lloyd's  Register  of  Shipping  Quarterly  Returns  for  the  January-December 
1977  period  listed  as  being  broken-up  (scrapped)  twenty-five  vessels  that  had 
exposure  to  the  V.  S.  Coast  Guard  through  the  foreign  tank  vessel  examination 
program.  Examining  the  records  of  these  tank  vessels  revealed  that  for  some 
of  these  vessels,  the  results  of  the  Coast  Guard  examinations  may  have  had 
an  influence  on  the  decision  to  scrap,  in  addition  to  age,  and  other  economic 
considerations.  Further,  since  the  program  began,  there  have  been  many 
other  vessels  who  have  called  once  at  1*.  S.  ports,  been  examined  by  USCG 
personnel,  and  have  not  returned.  This  reduction  in  the  number  of  foreign 
flag  tankers  having  poor  historical  records  is  in  keeping  vlth  the  overall 
goal  of  the  program. 
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Evidence  of  an  improving  level  of  safety  can  be  shown  by  a comparison 
(Table  4)  of  deficiency  data  during  the  three  six  month  periods  since  the 
beginning  of  the  program.  When  comparing  the  number  of  deficiencies  per 
examination  for  the  three  periods  using  the  six  countries  noted  in  earlier 
sections,  the  overall  picture  is  a significant  reduction  in  the  number  of 
deficiencies  per  examination  for  the  most  recent  period.  The  majority  of 
the  countries  exhibited  an  overall  decline  in  the  number  of  deficiencies 
per  examination  during  this  time  frame.  The  lower  half  of  Table  4 contains 
a comparison  of  the  percentage  of  examinations  free  of  deficiencies 
and  presents  overall  results  similar  to  the  upper  half  in  that  the  most 
recent  period  had  the  highest  percentage  of  deficiency  free  examinations. 
Regarding  the  material  and  physical  aspects  of  the  cargo  handling  and  venting 
systems.  Table  4 supports  the  statement  that  continuing  emphasis  through 
this  progran  has  helped  affect  needed  repairs  to  specific  shipboard  systems. 
Also  evident  in  Table  4 is  the  steady  decrease  in  the  number  of  examinations 
conducted  during  each  succeeding  period.  This  is  in  keeping  with  the 
philosophy  and  the  instructions  promulgated  to  field  units  that  each  for- 
eign flag  tank  vessel  shall  be  examined  at  least  once  a year,  and  more  often 
if  necessary,  to  Insure  the  vessel  meets  all  safety  and  environmental 
requirements.  During  the  initial  six  month  period,  the  concentration,  as 
expressed  by  the  frequency  of  examinations,  was  quite  intense.  As  repeated 
examinations  were  performed  in  several  ports,  the  condition  of  the  vessel 
was  ascertained,  recorded,  and  made  available  for  interrogation  upon 
subsequent  visits  to  U.  S.  ports.  Having  access  to  the  immediate 
examination  history  of  the  vessel  has  Introduced  an  element  of  selectivity 
with  respect  to  the  decision  to  perform  an  examination  during  a specific 
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port  call.  Summarizing,  the  data  developed  thua  far  shows  that  there  haa 
been  a general  improvement  in  the  overall  level  of  aafaty  to  that  aegment 
of  the  foreign  flag  fleet  that  have  been  Involved  in  this  program. 

Since  the  commencement  of  thla  program,  the  Coaet  Guard  has,  under 
the  authority  of  the  Porta  and  Waterways  Safety  Act,  denied  entry  to  six 
tank  vessels  snd  has  detained  fourteen  additional  tank  vessels  under  the 
control  provisions  of  SOLAS  60,  Chapter  1,  Regulation  19  which  states  that 
such  steps  shall  be  taken  to  Insure  thst  the  ship  shall  not  sail  until  It 
can  proceed  to  sea  without  danger  to  the  passengers  or  the  crew. 

In  closing,  analysis  of  svailable  data  concerning  the  results  of  the 
examinations  shows  that  the  program  has  achieved  a certain  measure  of 
success  with  respect  to  raising  the  overall  level  of  safety  of  tankers 
calling  at  our  ports.  What  remains  now  is  the  true  test,  that  is,  a period 
of  time  free  of  tanker  casualties  caused  hy  those  shipboard  systems  associsted 
with  the  stowage  and  movement  of  the  liquid  cargo  Itself. 
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PURPOSE 


The  purpose  of  this  report  is  to  summarize  the  work  done  by 
the  International  Conference  on  Tanker  Safety  and  Pollution 
Prevention  (TSPP)  held  in  London#  England  from  6-17  February 
1978.  Further#  both  background  information  regarding  events 
leading  to  the  Conference  and  explanations  of  work  done  by 
individual  working  groups  during  the  Conference  are 
included.  Following  publication  of  this  report  the  Coast 
Guard  intends  to  publish  in  the  Federal  Register#  a Notice 
setting  forth  the  scope  of  future  regulatory  action  and  a 
timetable  for  implementation,  coast  Guard  policy  regarding 
implementation  of  these  new  standards  is  set  forth  in  the 
final  section  of  this  report. 

The  conference  was  sponsored  by  the  Intergovernmental 
Maritime  Consultative  Organization  (IMCO) # the  specialized 
agency  of  the  United  Nations  concerned  solely  with  maritime 
affairs.  The  conference  considered  proposals  made  by  the 
United  States  for  modifications  to  the  International 
Convention  for  the  Prevention  of  Pollution  from  Ships#  1973 
(MAR POL  73)#  and  the  International  Convention  for  the  Safety 
of  Life  at  Sea#  1974  (SOLAS  74) # along  with  alternative 
proposals  from  other  nations  developed  during  preparatory 
meetings  sponsored  by  IMCO. 
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BACKGROUND 


During  the  Winter  of  1976/1977  several  tanker  casualties 
occurred  in  or  near  U.S.  waters  which  illustrated  the  need 
for  a global  effort  to  improve  both  the  levels  of  safety  and 
degree  of  pollution  protection  from  oil  tankers. 

This  series  of  accidents  created  great  public  concern  within 
the  United  States  over  the  risks  associated  with  the  marine 
transportation  of  oil.  Demands  were  made  for  the  Federal 
government  to  take  additional  steps  to  improve  tanker  safety 
and  pollution  prevention. 

Both  the  Executive  branch  of  the  Federal  government  and  the 
Congress  responded  to  these  demands.  President  Carter 
established  an  Interagency  Oil  Pollution  Task  Force  to 
review  the  problem  and  make  recommendations.  As  a result, 
in  a message  to  Congress  on  March  17,  1977,  the  President 
announced  a series  of  Federal  government  actions  which  would 
deal  with  the  problem  of  marine  oil  pollution  from  tankers 
and  of  tanker  safety. 

The  Presidential  Initiatives,  announced  on  March  17,  1977, 
included  a diverse  but  interrelated  group  of  measures 
designed  to  reduce  the  risks  associated  with  the  maritime 
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transportation  of  oil.  These  measures , both  international 
and  domestic  in  nature  and  scope,  were  aimed  at  achieving 
the  following  objectives: 

• Reduce  oil  pollution  caused  by  tanker  accidents  and  by 
routine  operational  discharges  from  all  vessels; 

• Improve  our  ability  to  deal  swiftly  and  effectively  with 
oil  spills; 

• Provide  full  and  dependable  compensation  to  victims  of  oil 
pollution  damage; 

• Reduce  risk  of  tanker  accidents  and  resulting  loss  of  life 
and  property  damage. 

The  measures  recommended  by  President  Carter  included: 

• Ratification  of  the  International  convention  for  the 
Prevention  of  Pollution  from  Ships  (MARPCL  73) 

• Reform  of  Ship  construction  and  equipment  standards  to 
include  the  following  for  all  oil  tankers  over  20,000  DWT: 

- Double  bottoms  on  all  new  tankers; 
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- Segregated  ballast  on  all  tankers; 

- Inert  gas  systems  on  all  tankers; 

- Backup  radar  and  collision  avoidance  equipment  on  all 
tankers; 

- Improved  emergency  steering  standards  for  all  tankers; 

- Where  technological  improvements  and  alternatives  can  be 
shown  to  achieve  the  same  degree  of  protection  against 
pollution  or  improvement  of  safety,  any  implementing 
rulemaking  may  allow  such  use. 

• Improvement  of  the  international  system  for  inspection 
and  certification  of  tankers 

• Improvement  of  crew  standards  and  training,  including  any 
necessary  changes  to  licensing  and  qualification  standards 
for  American  crews,  and  upgrading  of  international 
requirements 

• Development  of  an  expanded  tanker  boarding  program  and 
marine  safety  information  system 

• Approval  of  comprehensive  oil  pollution  liability  and 
compensation  legislation 


• Improvement  of  Federal  ability  to  respond  to  oil  pollution 
emergencies. 

ACTIONS  TO  CARRY  OUT  THE  PRESIDENTIAL  INITIATIVES 

In  carrying  out  the  program  announced  by  the  President , the 
following  actions  have  taken  place  in  the  Domestic  and 
International  arenas: 

Domestic: 


• The  1973  Marine  Pollution  Convention  has  been  submitted  to 
the  Senate  for  advice  and  consent  and  implementing 
legislation  has  been  submitted  to  both  houses  of  Congress; 

• Proposed  regulations  incorporating  the  recommended  changes 
to  8 hip  construction  and  eguipment  standards  have  been 
published,  (Federal  Register  dated  May  16,  1977) ; 

• The  Coast  Guard  has  intensified  its  efforts  to  improve 
qualification  and  training  of  U.s.  crews  through  development 
of  new  requirements  for  tankermen,  new  licensing 
requirements  for  pilots,  improved  requirements  for  radar 
observer  endorsement,  and  examination  of  a possible 
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requirement  for  shiphandling  simulator  training  for  masters 
and  chief  mates  on  large  vessels; 

• The  Tanker  Boarding  Program  has  been  expanded  so  that  each 
foreign  tanker  calling  at  U. S.  ports  is  boarded  and  examined 
annually  for  compliance  with  all  safety  and  pollution 
standards  presently  applicable  to  foreign  flag  tankers  under 
both  domestic  regulations  and  international  agreements,  A 
Marine  Safety  Information  System  has  been  developed  to 
maintain  records  of  vessel  casualties,  pollution  incidents, 
violations  of  safety  and  pollution  prevention  regulations, 
and  names  of  vessel  owners. 

• Legislation  designed  to  provide  comprehensive  oil 
pollution  liability  and  compensation  has  been  approved  by 
the  House  and  is  awaiting  action  by  the  Senate; 

• A number  of  studies  are  in  progress  to  determine  how 
Federal  ability  to  respond  to  oil  pollution  emergencies  can 
be  improved. 

International : 


• The  United  states  proposed  changes  to  the  present 
international  standards  for  tanker  construction  and 


equipment  and  the  international  system  of  inspection  and 
certification  of  tankers.  These  proposals  were  considered 
with  various  alternatives  proposed  by  other  nations  at  the 
International  Conference  on  Tanker  Safety  and  Pollution 
Prevention,  held  at  London,  6-17  February  1978; 

• The  united  States  requested  and  IMCO  agreed  to  reschedule 
the  International  Conference  on  Training  and  Certification 
of  seafarers  for  14  June  - 7 July  1978  from  its  planned  date 
in  the  fall  of  1978. 


• Following  the  Conference  dealing  with  Training  and 
Certification  of  Seafarers,  IMCO  is  scheduled  to  take  up  the 
subject  of  manning. 

Thus,  through  IMCO,  worldwide  improvements  for  tanker  safety 
and  pollution  prevention  are  being  dealt  with 
comprehensively,  i.e.,  by  improvements  in  ship  design  and 
equipment  standards,  establishment  of  tetter  training  and 
certification  requirements  for  seafarers,  and  increasing  the 
manning  standards  for  ships.  The  TSPP  Conference  therefore, 
represents  only  a part  of  the  total  effort  by  the  United 
States  to  improve  tanker  safety  and  pollution  prevention  on 
an  international  basis. 
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PREPARATION  FOR  THE  INTERNATIONAL  CONFERENCE  ON  TANKER 
SAFETY  AND  POLLUTION  PREVENTION 


The  United  States  proposed  international  action  to  improve 
tanker  safety  and  pollution  prevention  in  accordance  with 
the  Presidential  Initiatives  at  the  thirty-sixth  session  of 
the  Maritime  Safety  Committee  (MSC)  of  IMCO  in  April  1977. 
In  response  to  the  U.S.  request,  the  MSC  agreed  on  the 
following  rearrangement  of  the  work  program,  subject  to 
approval  by  the  IMCO  Council: 

(a)  To  convene  an  International  Conference  on  Tanker 
Safety  and  Pollution  Prevention  from  6 to  17  February  1970; 

(b)  To  bring  forward  the  date  of  the  Conference  on 
Training  and  Certification  of  Seafarers  to  14  June  - 7 July 
1978; 

(c)  To  set  up  an  Intersessional  Working  Group  on  Tanker 
Safety  and  Pollution  Prevention  (TSPP) , open  to  all  IMCO 
members  and  organizations  in  consultative  status,  to 
consider  in  detail  the  United  States  proposals  as  well  as 
any  other  alternative  or  additional  proposals;  and 
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(d)  To  hold  a joint  Maritime  Safety  Committee/Marine 
Environmental  Protection  Committee  (M8C/MEPC)  meeting  from 
10  to  21  October  1977  to  formulate  proposals  and 
documsntation  for  the  Conference. 

This  amended  work  schedule  was  approved  fcy  the  IMCO  Council 
in  May  1977  and,  as  a result,  the  meetings  shown  in  Table  1 
were  conducted  in  preparation  for  the  February  Conference. 


Table  1 


REVISED  SCHEDULE  OF  1MCO  MEETINGS  HELD  DURING  1977  TO 
PREPARE  FOR  FEBRUARY  1978  TANKER  SAFETY  AND  POLLUTION 
PREVENTION  CONFERENCE 


April  1977 U.S.  proposed  international  action; 

MSC  agreed  to  rearrange  work  program  and 
schedule  conference  for  Feb  1978. 

May  1977  Secretary  Adams  presented  statement  to  IMCO 


Council;  approved  work  program  and 
conference  scheduled. 

Intersessional  working  Group  on 
tanker  safety  and  pollution  prevention 
(TSPP) * 1st  session 


June  1977  MEPC,  7th  session*  concurred  with 

action  by  MSC  and  Council 
TSPP*  2nd  session 

July  1977  ........  .TSPP*  3rd  session 

September  197J  ......  Subcommittee  on  Safety  of  Navigation* 

20th  session 

October  1977  Joint  MSC/MEPC  Meeting 

December  1977  ME  PC,  8th  session 
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"PACKAGE"  PROPOSALS 


The  joint  MSC/MEPC  Meeting  held  in  October  1977  recognized 
that  the  questions  of  segregated  ballast  tanks , alternative 
and  interim  measures  (e.g.,  clean  ballast  tanks,  crude  oil 
washing) , and  inert  gas  systems  were  closely  related.  In 
developing  alternative  proposals  to  be  considered  at  the 
February  Conference,  the  Joint  Meeting  agreed  that  the 
various  proposals  for  SET,  CBT,  COW,  and  IGS  should  take  the 
form  of  "package"  proposals  addressing  the  specific 
alternatives  and  indicating  the  extent  of  application  of  the 
requirements  to: 
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• new  or  existing  oil  tankers; 

• crude  oil  tankers  or  product  carriers; 

• deadweight  of  ships  above  which  requirements  should  apply; 

• date  from  which  the  requirements  should  become  effective. 

At  the  Joint  Meeting,  numerous  specific  proposals  containing 
these  elements  were  put  forward  by  delegations.  These  were 
reduced  to  two  major  package  proposals,  i.e..  Package  1 and 
Package  2,  each  containing  proposed  draft  texts  for 
inclusion  in  Protocols  modifying  MARPOL  73  and  SOLAS  74. 
These  two  "package"  proposals  were  considered,  along  with 
the  original  united  States  proposals  at  the  February 


Conference.  These  "package**  proposals  are  shown  in  Tables 
2,  3,  and  4.  The  U.8.  proposal  for  double  bottoms  remained 

as  a separate  item. 

Work  was  also  done  at  the  Joint  Meeting  on  proposals  by  the 
u.s.  and  others  with  respect  to  dual  radars,  collision 
avoidance  aids,  emergency  steering  standards,  and  inspection 
and  certification. 


Table 


CRUDE  OIL  WASHING 

(i)  Tonnage  limit  (dwt) 
In)  Implementation 


Tabic 


= date  of  entry  into  force 

M - fitted  with  fixed  washing  machines  of  capacity  greater  than  60  m 


EXISTING  INTERNATIONAL  AGREEMENTS 


In  1973,  IMCO  convened  an  International  Conference  on  Marine 
Pollution  which  developed  the  International  Convention  for 
the  Prevention  of  Pollution  from  Ships,  1973  (MARPOL  73) , 
which  would  supersede  the  1954  Oil  Pollution  convention  (as 
amended) . This  convention  broadened  earlier  regulations  for 
dealing  with  oil  pollution  from  ships  and  introduced  new 
requirements  relating  to  other  forms  of  pollution  such  as 
noxious  liquid  substances,  harmful  substances  in  package 
forms,  sewage,  and  garbage. 

with  respect  to  the  discharge  of  oil.  Annex  I of  the 
Convention  maintains  substantially  similar  criteria  to  those 
specified  in  the  1969  Amendments  to  the  1954  oil  Pollution 
Convention  (which  came  into  force  internationally  on  20 
January  1978)  but  also  contains  several  new  requirements 
which  will  have  profound  effects  particularly  on  the 
operations  of  oil  tankers.  These  are: 

(a)  The  definition  of  "oil"  has  been  broadened  to  mean 
petroleum  in  any  form  including  crude  oil,  fuel  oil,  sludge, 
oil  refuse  and  refined  products  (other  than  petrochemicals); 
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(b)  For  now  tankers,  tha  total  quantity  of  oil  which  nay 
ba  discharged  into  tha  saa  dus  to  operations  must  not  exceed 
1/30,000  of  tha  total  quantity  of  the  particular  cargo  of 
which  tha  rasldue  fomed  a part; 

<c)  Oil  tankers  must  ba  fittad  with  oil  diacharga 
monitoring  and  control  equipment,  including  a recording 
device  to  provide  a continuous  record  of  any  discharge; 

(d)  Any  ship  of  900  gross  tonnage  and  above  must  ba 
fitted  with  an  oily-water  separating  equipment  or  a 
filtering  system; 

(e)  Certain  regions,  including  the  Mediterranean  Saa,  the 
Black  Saa,  tha  Baltic  Sea,  the  Red  Sea,  and  the  "Gulfs  area" 
(Persian  or  Arabian  Gulf)  have  been  designated  as  "special 
areas"  in  which  any  discharge  of  oil  or  oily  mixture  into 
the  sea  is  prohibited  except  in  cases  of  "force  majeure"; 

(f)  Parties  to  the  Convention  are  obliged  to  ensure  the 
provision  of  adequate  reception  facilities  for  residues  and 
oily  mixtures  at  oil  loading  terminals,  repair  ports,  and  in 
other  ports  in  which  ships  have  such  residues  to  discharge; 
in  certain  special  areas  these  facilities  must  be  provided 
by  1 January  1977  and  must  be  adequate  for  the  reception  and 
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treatment  of  all  the  dirty  ballast  and  tank  washings  from 


tankers. 


In  addition,  the  1973  convention  introduces  certain 
requirements  for  the  construction  and  equipment  of  ships 
with  respect  to  the  prevention  of  operational  discharges  of 
oil  and  the  mitigation  of  uncontrolled  release  of  oil  should 
accidents  to  tankers  occur.  The  following  is  a summary  of 
these  requirements  (without  the  modifications  and  additions 
from  the  1978  Protocol) : 

(a)  oil  tankers  must  be  provided  with  suitable  slop  tank 
arrangements  with  the  capacity  necessary  to  retain  the  slops 
generated  by  tank  washings,  oil  residues  and  dirty  ballast 
residues; 

(b)  new  oil  tankers  of  70,000  tons  deadweight  and  above 
must  be  provided  with  segregated  ballast  tanks  of  sufficient 
capacity  to  enable  them  to  operate  safely  on  ballast  voyages 
without  recourse  to  the  use  of  oil  tanks  for  water  ballast 
except  in  very  severe  weather  conditions; 

(c)  requirements  for  tank  arrangement  and  limitation  of 
tank  size  from  the  1971  amendments  to  the  1954  convention 
were  adopted  with  a later  effective  date; 
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(d;  new  subdivision  and  damage  stability  requirements 
were  introduced  to  ensure  that  tankers  can  survive  assumed 
side  or  bottom  damage  to  a degree  specified  on  the  basis  of 
their  length. 

The  Convention  will  enter  into  force  twelve  months  after 
ratification  or  acceptance  by  at  least  15  countries, 
representing  at  least  SO  percent  of  the  gross  tonnage  of  the 
world's  merchant  shipping.  To  date,  the  Convention  has  been 
ratified  by  three  countries.  MAR POL  73  was  submitted  to  the 
Senate  for  advice  and  consent  on  22  March  1977. 

In  1974,  IMCO  convened  an  International  Conference  on  Safety 
of  Life  at  Sea  which  elaborated  a new  International 
Convention  for  the  Safety  of  Life  at  Sea,  1974  (SOLAS  74), 
intended  to  supersede  the  1960  Safety  convention  and  also 
introduced  simplified  procedures  for  amending  technical 
provisions.  SOLAS  74  significantly  upgrades  fire  protection 
and  fire  prevention  for  all  tankers  and  contains 
requirements  for  inert  gas  systems  for  new  tankers  over 
100,000  DWT  and  new  combination  carriers  over  50,000  DWT. 

The  inspection  and  certification,  steering,  and  radar 
requirements  are  essentially  the  same  as  those  contained  in 
SOLAS  60.  IMCO  Resolution  A, 325(11),  adopted  by  the 
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Assembly  on  12  November  1975 , contains  standards  to  improve 
the  operation  and  reliability  of  steering  gear.  The 
Assembly  in  its  Resolution  recommended  that  the  Maritime 
Safety  Committee  seek  to  achieve  these  standards  as 
amentaents  to  SOLAS  '74  after  its  entry  into  force. 

SOLAS  74  will  enter  into  force  twelve  months  after 
ratification  or  acceptance  by  at  least  25  countries,  the 
combined  merchant  fleets  of  which  constitute  not  less  than 
fifty  percent  of  the  gross  tonnage  of  the  world's  merchant 
shipping.  Eleven  countries  have  ratified  SOLAS  74.  SOLAS 
74  was  submitted  to  the  Senate  for  advice  and  consent  in 
August  1976. 

RELATIONSHIP  OP  THE  O.S.  INITIATIVES  TO  PREVIOUS  U.S. 
ACTIONS 

The  U.S.  proposals  to  IMCO  were  consistent  with  national 
regulations  published  as  proposed  rules  in  the  Federal 
Register  on  16  Nay  1977.  The  primary  thrust  of  these 
actions  and  previous  U.S.  actions  since  MAR POL  *73  is  the 
reduction  of  both  accidental  and  operational  pollution  of 
the  seas  by  oil  from  tankers.  The  previous  U.S.  actions 


were: 


• October  1973  - completion  of  MARPOL  *73  in  London, 

England.  The  U.S.  hes  not  ratified  MARPOL  '73  yet,  but  the 
convention  was  submitted  to  the  Senate  on  22  March  1977  for 
advice  and  consent.  (By  regulatory  action,  however,  the 
U.S.  has,  in  effect,  unilaterally  implemented  Annex  1 of  the 
Convention  dealing  with  oil  pollutior^.)  Three  countries 
have  ratified  MARPOL  '73  but  it  is  not  yet  in  force. 

• November  1979  - Completion  of  SOLAS  '79  in  London, 

England.  The  U.S.  has  not  ratified  SOLAS  *74,  but  the 
convention  was  submitted  to  the  Senate  on  31  August  1976  for 
advice  and  consent.  Eleven  countries  have  ratified  SOLAS 
•74  but  It  is  not  yet  in  force. 

• 14  October  1975  - Pinal  U.S.  regulations  were  published 
making  segregated  ballast  tank  (SBT)  requirements  applicable 
to  new  U.S.  tank  vessels  of  70,000  DMT  or  over  in  the 
domestic  trade  and  making  operational  discharge  standards 
applicable  to  new  and  existing  U.S.  tank  vessels  of  70,000 
DMT  or  over  in  the  domestic  trade. 

• 8 January  1976  - Final  regulations  were  published  for  the 
defensive  placement  of  segregated  ballast  tanks  on  new  U.S. 
tank  vessels  over  70,000  DMT  in  domestic  trade. 


• 13  December  1976  - Final  U.S.  regulations  were  published 
extending  the  application  of  8BT  to  new  U.S.  tank  vessels  of 
70,000  DWT  and  greater  in  foreign  trade  and  new  foreign  flag 
tank  vessels  of  70,000  DWT  or  greater  on  the  navigable 
waters  of  the  U.S.;  and  operational  discharge  standards  to 
all  U.S.  vessels  of  70,000  DWT  or  greater  in  foreign  trades 
and  all  foreign  tank  vessels  of  70,000  DWT  or  greater  on  the 
navigable  waters  of  the  United  States.  These  regulations 
also  extend  the  requirement  for  defensive  placement  of 
segregated  ballast  tanks  to  new  U.S.  tank  vessels  in 
foreign  trade  and  to  new  foreign  flag  tank  vessels  on  the 
navigable  waters  of  the  United  States. 

• 16  May  1977  - Proposed  U.S.  regulations,  applicable  to 
tank  vessels  of  over  20,000  DWT,  were  published  in 
accordance  with  the  directive  of  the  Presidential 
Initiatives  which  would  require  SBT  on  existing  tankers  and 
double  bottoms  on  new  tankers.  Improved  emergency  steering 
standards,  a second  radar  system  with  a computer  aided 
collision  avoidance  system  and  inert  gas  systems  were  also 
proposed . 
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INTERNATIONAL  CONFERENCE  ON  TANKER  SAFETY 


AND  POLLUTION  PREVENTION 


The  International  Conference  on  Tanker  Safety  and  Pollution 
Prevention  was  held  in  London#  England  from  6*17  February 
1978  to  consider  the  U.S.  initiatives  together  with 
alternative  measures  formulated  at  the  previously  held 
M SC/ME PC  Joint  Meeting.  The  Conference  was  attended  by  more 
than  450  delegates  from  62  nations#  16  international 
organizations#  and  observers  from  3 nations.  The  U.s. 
delegation  was  headed  by  the  Deputy  Secretary  of 
Transportation  and  included  representatives  from  the  U.S. 
Congress#  State  Dept.#  Coast  Guard#  EPA#  CEQ#  NOAA#  MARAD# 
industry,  labor#  and  non-governmental  environmental 
organizations.  Results  of  the  Conference  are  summarized  in 
Appendix  A.  commensurate  with  the  primary  negotiations#  the 
below  listed  working  groups  were  created  by  the  committees 
to  consider  technical  proposals  and  make  recommendations: 


Committee  I 
• Articles 


Committee  II  Committee  III 


Radar  6 CAA 

• 

SBT/PL 

Improved  steering 

• 

CBT  Guidlines 

Standards  for  Tankers 

• 

COW 

Inspection  6 Cert. 

• 

Specific  Trades  6 

Special  Ballast 

Measures  considered  by  the  working  groups  including  the  O.  s. 
proposals  and  those  adopted  by  the  conference  are  discussed 
in  the  following  paragraphs. 

ARTICLES 

Committee  I considered  the  draft  SOLAS  and  MARPOL  Protocol 
Articles.  Thirty-two  delegations  participated  in  the  work 
of  the  committee  which  was  completed  in  four  days. 

The  principal  issue  with  regard  to  the  Protocols  was  whether 
each  should  be  an  instrument  separate  from  and  independent 
of  its  parent  Convention  (Approach  A) , or  should  incorporate 
its  parent  Convention  by  reference  (Approach  B) . The  U.  S. 
Delegation  favored  Approach  B for  both  Protocols.  However, 
the  Delegation  was  prepared  to  accept  Approach  A for  the 
SOLAS  Protocol. 

After  extensive  discussion.  Committee  I adopted  Approach  A 
for  the  SOLAS  Protocol.  A separate  Protocol  was  preferred 
in  order  to  facilitate  early  entry  into  force  of  the 
Convention,  which  has  already  been  ratified  by  eleven  states 
and  is  presently  being  considered  by  others. 


Early  entry  into  force  of  the  SOLAS  Protocol  is  facilitated 
by  inclusion  of  a formula  for  entry  into  force  which  is  less 
stringent  than  the  parent  Convention  formula  (but  the 
Protocol  cannot  enter  into  force  before  the  Convention  ) . 

The  U.S.  supported  a proposal  requiring  that  fifteen  states, 
the  combined  merchant  fleets  of  which  constitute  50  percent 
of  the  gross  tonnage  of  the  world's  merchant  shipping, 
become  Parties  to  bring  the  Protocol  into  force.  This 
proposal  was  adopted  by  the  Committee. 

With  regard  to  the  MARPOl. Protocol,  the  Committee  adopted 
Approach  B instead  of  Approach  A for  two  principal  reasons. 

First,  only  three  states  have  ratified  MARPOL,  as  opposed  to 
eleven  ratifications  of  the  SOLAS  Convention.  Consequently, 
adoption  of  an  integrated  MARPOL  approach  will  not 
significantly  delay  entry  into  force  of  the  Convention. 

Second,  many  states  expressed  reluctance  to  ratify  the 
MARPOL  Convention  due  to  their  present  technological 
inability  to  comply  with  the  regulations  set  forth  in  Annex 
II.  Annex  II  requires  Parties  to  the  Convention  to  ensure 
the  provision  of  reception  facilities  for  residues  and 
mixtures  containing  noxious  liquid  substances.  In  order  to 
expedite  entry  into  force  of  Annex  I to  the  convention  (a 
goal  considered  very  desirable  by  most  states),  it  was 
agreed  to  delay  entry  into  force  of  Annex  II  for  three  years 
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(or  such  longer  period  as  may  be  determined  by  a two-third* s 
majority  of  Parties  to  the  Protocol  present  and  voting  in 
the  Marine  Environment  Protection  Committee) . Since  Annex 
II  is  an  integral  and  mandatory  part  of  the  Convention,  such 
delay  can  be  accomplished  satisfactorily  only  if  the 
Protocol  and  Convention  are  read  together  as  one  single 
instrument  and  come  into  force  on  the  same  date. 

Although  the  United  States  preferred  the  implementation  of 
Annex  II  without  delay,  the  delegation  agreed  to  a delay  in 
order  to  expedite  early  entry  into  force  of  Annex  I. 

Another  U. S.  position  with  regard  to  the  SOLAS  Protocol 
supported  inclusion  of  a provision  requiring  no  more 
favorable  treatment  for  ships  of  non-Parties  than  provided 
for  ships  of  Parties  to  the  Protocol,  it  was  felt  that 
fairness  dictated  that  ships  of  non-parties  should  not  enjoy 
an  advantage  (non-compliance  with  the  new  standards)  over 
ships  of  Parties  to  the  Convention.  This  provision  was 
adopted  by  the  Committee  without  any  comment. 

The  instruments  adopted  by  Committee  I and  recommended  to 
plenary  were  then  adopted  by  plenary  without  significant 
change. 


DOUBLE  BOTTOMS  - SEGREGATED  BALLAST  TANK 8/PROTECTIVE 


LOCATION  (8BT/PL) 

The  United  States  proposal  for  double  bottoms  would  require 
a double  bottom  beneath  the  cargo  carrying  portions  of  a 
seagoing  oil  tank  vessel *s  hull  if  the  vessel  were  20,000 
tons  DWT  or  more  and  constructed  under  a contract  awarded 
after  December  31,  1979.  The  double  bottom  would  be 
required  to  have  a minimum  height . i.e.,  separation  between 
inner  bottom  plating  and  bottom  shell  plating,  of  at  least 
the  molded  breadth  divided  by  15  (B/15)  or  two  meters, 
whichever  is  less.  The  double  bottom  tanks  could  be  used 
for  segregated  ballast,  but  could  not  be  used  for  oil, 
either  cargo  or  fuel. 

The  U.S.  proposal  for  segregated  ballast  would  require  that 
all  seagoing  oil  tank  vessels  (new  and  existing)  of  20,000 
DWT  or  more  have  a segregated  ballast  capability.  Vessels 
would  have  to  be  equipped  with  segregated  ballast  tanks 
which  are  completely  separated  from  the  cargo  oil  and  oil 
fuel  systems  and  which  are  permanently  allocated  to  the 
carriage  of  water  ballast.  Enough  segregated  ballast 
capacity  must  be  provided  to  enable  the  vessel  to  meet 
specific  minimum  draft  and  maximum  trim  requirements  in  any 
ballast  oondition  at  any  stage  of  a ballast  voyage, 
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including  the  condition  of  lightweight  plue  segregated 
ballast  only.  The  propeller  must  also  be  fully  iMiereed. 

The  intent  of  this  requirement  is  tc  provide  vessels  with 
enough  segregated  ballast  capacity  that  the  ship  may  be 
operated  safely  on  ballast  voyages  without  putting  water 
ballast  in  oil  tanks  except  in  unusually  severe  weather. 

The  master  of  the  vessel  would  be  permitted  to  place 
additional  ballast  water  in  oil  tanks  in  cases  where  he 
feels  it  must  be  done  for  the  safety  of  the  ship. 

Prior  to  the  Conference,  the  United  States  indicated  in 
TSPP/CONF/7/26  that  it  believed  that  bottom* damaging 
incidents  constituted  a serious  pollution  threat, 
particularly  to  inshore  waters,  and  that  a requirement  for 
double  bottoms  would  be  an  effective  measure  to  reduce  such 
pollution.  Realizing,  however,  that  a vast  majority  of 
other  delegations  had  strong  reservations  about  any 
mandatory  requirement  for  double  bottoms,  the  United  states 
supported  development  of  the  concept  of  protective  location 
of  segregated  ballast  tanks  as  an  alternative  to  double 
bottoms.  The  United  States  also  expressed  the  view  that  any 
alternative  to  the  double  bottom  proposal  should  provide 
comparable  benefits  in  reduction  of  accidental  oil  outflow 
and  improvement  to  safety  and  that  such  improvement  might 


well  require  significant  changes  in  the  way  ships  are 
designed,  adding  new  constraints  and  requiring  more  work  by 
the  designer  in  order  to  develop  satisfactory  designs. 

The  working  group  reviewed  previous  work  on  the  concept  of 
relating  side  and  bottom  shell  protected  area  to  the 
hypothetical  oil  outflow  limits  already  in  MARPOL  73  (the 
so-called  "Acapulco"  and  "Japanese"  formulae)  and  a revised 
proposal  by  the  Japanese  delegation.  After  considerable 
discussion,  the  working  group  reconfirmed  the  conclusion 
reached  at  the  Joint  Meeting  that,  because  of  many 
difficulties,  a formula  of  this  type  could  not  be 
recommended  for  the  time  being. 

The  group  agreed,  however,  that  such  an  approach  did  warrant 
further  study  and  a draft  Resolution  was  developed 
requesting  IMCO  undertake  development  of  a more  rational 
probabilistic  approach  to  criteria  for  the  protective 
disposition  of  segregated  ballast  tanks. 

The  working  group  then  agreed  that  constraint  which 
required  a certain  portion  of  the  side  and  bottom  shell  area 
within  the  cargo  tank  length  to  be  protected  was  the  best 
approach  for  the  present  until  necessary  further  work  on  the 
probabilistic  approach  referred  to  in  the  resolution  was 


6-29 


completed.  The  U.S.  indicated  prior  to  the  Conference  in 
TSPP/COMF/7/ 16  that  it  believed  that  the  use  of  a formula  of 
this  type  to  constrain  the  location  of  SBT  could  be 
considered , provided  satisfactory  answers  could  be  developed 
to  the  questions  of  what  portions  of  the  total  shell  area 
should  be  protected  and  what  minimum  separation  distance 
between  the  shell  and  tank  to  be  protected  should  be 
specified  for  vessel  side  and  bottom.  The  majority  of  the 
Group  considered  30  percent  acceptable  but  the  U.S.  felt  *5 
percent  should  be  required.  The  Working  Group  reported  to 
Committee  111  that  they  were  unable  to  reach  agreement  on  a 
formula  acceptable  to  the  U.S.  (TSPP/CONF/C.3/WP7) . 

Committee  III  then  sent  the  working  group  back  to  continue 
their  discussions  in  an  attempt  to  reach  a compromise 
acceptable  to  the  United  States.  The  working  group 
discussed  various  possible  approaches  to  breaking  the 
deadlock.  As  a result  of  these  discussions,  and  associated 
study  of  a range  of  tanker  sizes,  the  group  agreed  on  a 
proposal  to  specify  an  area  ratio  coefficient  of  0.45  for 
ships  of  20,000  DWT,  0.3  for  ships  of  200,000  DWT  and  above, 
with  values  of  area  ratio  coefficient  for  intermediate  ship 
sizes  determined  by  linear  interpolation  with  some 
flexibility  based  on  hypothetical  oil  outflow. 


1 

3 

A discussion  of  the  influence  of  protective  location  of  SBT 
on  structural  design  is  contained  in  TSPP/CONF/WP  10. 

The  new  constraints  on  protective  location  of  segregated 
ballast  spaces  contained  in  Regulation  13E,  coupled  with  the 
existing  requirements  for  hypothetical  oil  outflow  and 
limitations  on  size  and  arrangement  of  cargo  tanks,  will 
permit  the  use  of  double  bottom,  double  side,  or  alternate 
wing  tank  designs. 

The  application  of  SBT  for  existing  vessels  was  dealt  with 
as  a part  of  the  composite  package  in  the  Committee  III 
negotiations.  Thus  the  working  group  did  not  discuss  this 
subject.  The  application  for  SBT  aboard  existing  vessels  is 
contained  in  appendix  A to  this  report. 

Results  of  the  group's  work  are  reported  in 
TSPP/CONF/C. 3/WP. 7 , TSPP/CONF/C.3.20,  and 
TSPP/CONF/C . 3/WP . 1 0/ Add . 1 . 

The  specific  requirements  for  protective  location  of 
segregated  ballast  are  found  in  MARPOL  Annex  1,  Regulation 
13E. 

CLEAN  BALLAST  TANKS  CONCEPT  (CBT) 
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The  utilization  of  Clean  Ballast  Tanks  (CBT)  was  provided 
for  in  the  composite  package.  In  order  that  proper  control 
of  this  feature  could  be  accomplished,  a working  group 
consisting  of  delegations  from  Norway,  Sweden,  U.  K.  and  U.  S. 
was  formed  to  consider  design  controls  and  operational 
procedures  necessary  for  clean  ballast  tanks.  The  document 
approved  was  a Swedish  proposal  which  was  suitably  amended. 
The  document  approved  by  Committee  III  requires  strict 
guidelines  for  operational  control  as  well  as  providing  a 
requirement  that  an  operational  manual  be  approved  by  the 
Administration.  Appropriate  changes  were  made  to  the 
required  certificate  to  indicate  those  vessels  which  operate 
with  Clean  Ballast  Tanks.  A supplement  to  the  oil  Record 
Book  was  also  developed  and  accepted. 

CRUDE  OIL  WASHING  (COW) 

The  Conference  continued  its  examination  of  Crude  Oil 
Washing  based  on  the  preparatory  work  conducted  at  TSPP  II, 
the  joint  MSC/MEPC  meeting  and  the  December  MEPC  meeting.  A 
working  group  was  formed  to  develop  rigid  specifications  for 
the  design,  testing  and  operation  of  Crude  Oil  Washing  for 
tankers. 
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Crude  Oil  Washing  is  a Method  whereby  cargo  tanks  are 
cleaned  utilising  crude  oil  essentially  as  a solvent.  Due 
to  the  solvent  action  of  the  crude  oil*  the  amount  of  oil 
and  sludge  which  is  recovered  and  pumped  ashore  is 
significantly  increased.  It  should  be  noted  that  this 
increased  cargo  outturn  with  resultant  economic  gain  was  the 
primary  reason  cow  was  developed  five  years  ago.  The 
environmental  benefits  that  accrue  are  due  to  the  fact  that 
there  is  siqnificantly  less  sludge  and  oil  remaining  in  the 
carqo  tanks  after  cargo  discharge.  Thus  any  ballast  water 
introduced  into  the  cargo  tanks  i.e.,  "ballast  tanks"  will 
contain  a minimum  of  oil/water  mixture.  The  ship  therefore 
has  to  process  much  less  oil  by  load  on  top  and  this  coupled 
with  the  minimization  of  sludge  yields  significant 
environmental  benefits. 

The  Conference  accepted/required  COW  aboard  crude  oil 
carriers  as  follows: 

(a)  As  a requirement  for  new  crude  oil  carriers  of  20,000 
tons  deadweight  and  above  in  addition  to  the  requirement  for 
segregated  ballast  tanks  (SBT)  with  protective  location. 

(b)  As  an  alternative  to  segregated  ballast  for  existing 
crude  oil  carriers  of  40,000  tons  deadweight  and  above. 
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Crude  oil  washing,  initially  proposed  by  the  U.K.  at  TSPP 
II,  was  accepted  as  an  alternative  to  segregated  ballast  in 
existing  crude  oil  carriers  only  after  the  development  of 


satisfactory  mandatory  Specifications  for  the  Design, 
Operation  and  control  of  crude  Oil  Washing  Systems.  These 
Specifications  were  finalized  during  the  conference  by  the 
working  group  on  Crude  Oil  Washing,  the  work  of  which 
extended  over  six  days.  The  working  group  in  performing  its 
task  used  draft  guidelines  contained  in  TSPP/CONF/4/1  and 
the  redraft  suggested  by  the  U.K.  (TSPP/CONF/7/19)  as  the 
basic  documents,  taking  into  account  other  relevant 
submissions  and  technical  aspects  of  answers  to  questions 
posed  by  the  U.S.  delegation.  The  objective  of  the  working 
group,  however,  was  to  revise  and  improve  the  technical 
content  of  the  draft  guidelines.  The  question  of 
acceptability  of  crude  oil  washing  as  an  alternative  to 
segregated  ballast  tanks  was  left  for  Committee  III  to 
decide. 

The  specifications  as  approved  by  the  working  group  contain 
requirements  that  adequately  cover  all  areas  of  concern 
previously  expressed  by  the  U.S.  and  represent  a significant 
expansion  and  tightening  up  of  the  draft  guidelines 
developed  at  MEPC  VIII. 

\ I 
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SPECIFIC  TRADE  AND  SPECIAL  BALLAST 


The  working  group  on  Specific  Trade  and  Special  Ballast  was 
comprised  of  delegates  from  Argentina,  Australia,  India, 
Indonesia,  Canada,  Mexico,  Netherlands,  Nigeria,  Sweden, 
USSR,  U.S.  and  Venezuela,  with  observers  from  ICS  and  OCIMF. 
The  working  group  met  for  four  days. 

At  an  early  meeting  of  Committee  III,  the  Netherlands 
delegation  tabled  a proposal  to  exempt  ships  equipped  with 
permanent  fixed  ballast  from  the  requirements  for  SBT,  CBT, 
and/or  CCW.  There  was  no  support  for  this  proposal.  The 
Netherlands  delegation  subsequently  reintroduced  a new  text 
concerning  Special  Ballast  to  the  Committee 
(TSPP/CONF/C. 3/WP. 4) . This  new  proposal  was  considered  by 
Committee  III  and  received  considerable  support.  The 
Committee  requested  that  the  working  group  on  Specific 
Trades,  using  the  Netherlands  proposal  as  the  basic 
document,  prepare  a draft  text  of  a regulation  on  this 
subject. 

The  working  group  agreed  on  a draft  regulation  for  existing 
oil  tankers  having  special  ballast  arrangements,  as  set  out 
in  Annex  I to  TSPP/CONF/C. 3/WP. 12.  The  proposed  regulation 
essentially  exempts  existing  oil  tankers  from  the 
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requirements  for  segregated  ballast  tanks  (or  its 
alternatives) , where  such  tankers  are  fitted  with  special 
ballast  arrangements  (i.e.,  permanent  fixed  ballast)  or 
operate  in  such  a manner  (oil  retained  in  cargo  tanks)  so 
that  they  comply  with  the  draft  and  trim  requirements  of 
MARPOL  without  having  to  take  on  ballast  water.  All  tanker 
operational  procedures  and  vessel  arrangements  will  be 
required  to  be  approved  by  the  Flag  State  and  an  agreement 
is  required  between  the  Flag  State  and  the  Port  State  when 
the  draft  and  trim  requirements  are  achieved  through 
operational  procedures. 

Committee  III  approved  the  Draft  Regulation  as  proposed  by 
the  working  group  without  any  opposition.  The  final  draft 
text,  as  set  out  in  Regulation  13C  of  the  1973  MARPOL 
PROTOCOL  (TSPP/CONF/DIO  was  approved  at  the  Plenary  Session 
of  the  Conference  on  February  15) . 

The  concept  of  specific  trade  was  initially  proposed  by 
Australia  at  the  joint  meeting  of  the  Maritime  Safety 
Committee  and  Marine  Environment  Protection  Committee. 
Australia  wanted  to  permit  the  continued  operation  of  their 
national  vessels  between  their  ports  so  long  as  existing 
reception  facilities  are  utilized  for  the  disposition  of 
oily  water  ballast.  While  it  is  somewhat  unusual  for  IMCO 
to  speak  to  national  trade  requirements,  many  countries  such 
as  Australia  currently  have  legislation  which  requires  their 


national  standards  to  be  in  accord  with  International 
Standards.  This  was  an  attempt  to  alleviate  this  domestic 
situation.  Other  countries  felt  that  the  specific  trade 
concept  could  have  a significant  impact  with  respect  to 
vessels  on  a routine  voyage  from  their  ports  to  other  ports. 

As  a result  of  this,  Israel,  Venezuela,  Mexico,  Argentina, 
and  the  USSR  strongly  pushed  for  expansion  of  specific 
trade.  This  was  viewed  as  a serious  threat  to  the  package 
proposal  in  that  it  could  lead  to  an  expansion  of  existing 
trade  routes  which  would  exempt  existing  vessels  from 
requirements  developed  by  the  Protocol.  Although  it  was 
agreed  that  the  concept  of  specific  trade  was  acceptable  for 
national  trade,  there  were  a variety  of  proposals  for  its 
use.  They  could  be  generalized  as:  (a)  mileage  limitation 
(2000  miles) , (b)  voyages  within  existing  Special  Areas,  and 
(c)  unlimited  international  voyages  between  ports  having 
existing  reception  facilities. 

The  final  method  of  resolving  this  dilemma  was  to  permit 
two  options:  voyages  for  national  trade,  and  voyages  within 
existing  Special  Areas.  Additionally,  the  organization 
(IMCO) , after  careful  study  and  analysis,  can  consider 
expansion  of  specific  trades  with  limits  other  than  those 
laid  down  in  the  protocol.  A strong  resolution  was  drafted 
which  detailed  the  general  areas  of  study  the  organization 
should  undertake  prior  to  expanding  the  specific  trade.  The 
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Conference  approved  the  text  of  the  resolution  as  well  as 
the  regulatory  language  necessary  to  permit  implementation 
of  specific  trade. 

INEPT  GAS  SYSTEMS  (IGS) 

There  was  no  working  group  on  inert  gas  systems  during  the 
Conference.  The  subject  was  considered  as  part  of  the 
Composite  Package  proposal  which  was  developed.  The  fitting 
of  IGS  on  all  new  tankers  above  20,000  DWT  is  consistent 
with  the  original  initiatives  put  forward  by  the  United 
States  that  an  inert  gas  system  (IGS)  be  fitted  on  all  tank 
vessels  of  20,000  OUT  or  more.  The  Composite  Package 
proposal  incorporates  varying  tonnage  criteria  based  on  the 
type  of  vessel  as  well  as  requiring  lower  tonnage  vessels  to 
be  fitted  with  IGS  if  high  capacity  fixed  washing  machines 
are  fitted.  Certain  flexibility  is  permitted 
administrations  concerning  the  suitability  and 
practicability  of  fitting  IGS  on  vessels  between  20,000  and 
40,000  DWT.  There  is  no  flexibility  if  the  vessel  is 
equipped  with  high  capacity  fixed  washing  machines 
(throughput  of  greater  than  60  cubic  meters  per  hour)  or 
COW.  The  requirement  then  becomes  mandatory. 


INSPECTION  AND  CERTIFICATION 

The  working  group  on  Inspection  and  Certification  met  for  4 
days  with  representatives  from  25  delegations  and  3 
observers  from  NGO's  taking  part.  The  US  proposals  called 
for: 

(a)  Provisions  for  Administrations  to  empower 
nongovernmental  organizations  and  nominated  surveyors  to 
board  ships,  without  the  owner's  permission,  to  conduct 
unscheduled  inspections,  require  repairs  and  to  carry  out 
regular  surveys  and  inspections  of  all  cargo  ships. 

(b)  Provisions  requiring  administrations  to  institute  a 
program  of  unscheduled  inspections  on  all  cargo  ships;  the 
scope  and  frequency  of  such  inspections  to  be  developed  by 
IMCO. 

(c)  Provisions  requiring  intermediate  surveys  on  tankers 
10  years  of  age  and  over  to  ensure  that  the  ship  and  its 
equipment  remain  in  compliance  with  the  Cargo  Ship  Safety 
Equipment  Certificate,  Cargo  Ship  Safety  Construction 
Certificate,  and  the  Internaional  Oil  Pollution  Prevention 
Certificate. 

(d)  Provisions  defining  the  scope  and  frequency  of 
various  types  of  intermediate  surveys. 

(e)  Provisions  requiring  that  all  ships  be  properly 
maintained  between  surveys  and  that  masters,  owners. 
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nominated  surveyors,  and  recognized  organizations  report 
accidents  or  defects  which  affect  the  safety  of  the  ships  or 
persons  on  board,  or  endanger  the  marine  environment  to  the 
flag  state  and  to  the  port  state  where  applicable. 

(f)  Provisions  requiring  that  the  nominated  surveyor  or 
recognized  organization  responsible  for  issuance  of 
certificates  be  notified  as  well  as  the  flag  state  consul  or 
diplomatic  representative  in  the  event  of  intervention. 

Principal  alternatives  or  amendments  were  the  introduction 
of: 

(a)  mandatory  annual  surveys  being  an  acceptable 
alternative  to  unscheduled  inspections,  the  scope  of  such 
surveys  to  be  developed  by  IMCO. 

(b)  a provision  for  compensation  to  a ship  for  any  loss 
or  damage  suffered  if  it  has  been  unduly  delayed  by  a port 
state. 

After  extensive  discussions  extending  over  four  days,  the 
working  group  agreed  upon  (and  the  Conference  approved)  the 
U.S.  proposals  plus  the  addition  of  the  alternative  to 
unscheduled  inspections  and  the  amendment  providing  for 
compensation  for  loss  or  damage  from  undue  delay.  See  Ap- 


pendix D. 


IMPROVED  EMERGENCY  STEERING  STANDARDS 


The  United  States  submitted  a general  proposal  to  improve 
the  steering  capability  of  new  and  existing  oil  tankers  of 
20,000  DVT  or  greater  at  the  3rd  session  of  the  Tanker 
Safety  and  Pollution  Prevention  working  group  of  IMCO.  The 
proposed  improvement  in  steering  capability  should  reduce 
the  probability  of  collisions  and  grounding  of  tankers 
caused  by  steering  failure  and  should,  therefore,  reduce  the 
risk  of  oil  pollution,  property  damage,  personal  injury  and 
death  that  could  result  from  such  accidents. 

The  proposal  would  require  each  oil  tanker  of  20,000  DWT 
or  more  that  uses  a full  follow-up  type  steering  gear 
control  system  to  have  a steering  failure  alarm  that  would 
provide  an  audible  and  visible  warning  in  the  pilothouse. 
This  proposed  alarm  system  is  to  be  separate  of  each 
steering  gear  control  system  on  the  vessel,  thereby 
preventing  failure  of  the  alarm  in  the  event  of  a failure  of 
a component  of  the  control  system.  If  the  vessel  is  steered 
by  means  other  than  the  follow-up  type,  constant  use  of  a 
rudder  angle  indicator  is  necessary;  or  if  automatic 
steering  gear  control  equipment  is  used,  alarms  are  built 
into  the  equipment.  In  these  means  of  steering,  early 
warning  of  a steering  failure  is  provided,  precluding  the 
need  of  such  an  additional  warning. 
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The  proposal  would  also  require  that  a means  be  provided 
to  recover  control  of  the  rudder  within  45  seconds  after 
detection  of  a failure  of  the  steering  gear  control  system 
in  use.  This  may  be  accomplished  with  either  two  separate 
and  independent  steering  gear  control  systems  (including 
differential  controllers)  or  procedures  and  associated 
equipment  for  manning  the  steering  gear  spaces  or  other 
alternative  steering  stations. 

A working  group  on  Improved  steering  Standards  for 
Tankers,  requested  by  Committee  II,  met  for  four  days  with 
representatives  of  13  nations  and  2 NGO's  taking  part.  The 
Working  Group  was  tasked  by  Committee  II  to: 

(a)  consider  improved  steering  standards  for  tankers, 

(b)  consider  the  need  for  improved  training  of  personnel 
in  set  procedures, 

(c)  consider  requirements  for  operational  testing  of 
steering  gear  equipment  and  control  systems,  and 

(d)  consider  the  draft  resolution  (Annex  VII  to  NSC/MEPC/ 
10)  on  improved  steering  gear  standards. 

The  working  group  selected  the  Netherlands  proposal  as  the 
basic  working  document  taking  into  account  proposals  from 
the  United  States  and  the  USSR,  and  documents  submitted  to 
the  Conference.  The  U.S.  received  virtually  no  support  for 
manning  as  an  alternative  to  duplication  of  steering  gear 


control  systems.  Further,  the  working  group  did  not  include 
differential  control  units  or  follow-up  linkage  in  the 
definition  of  control  systems  because  of  basic  differences 
in  design  standards  between  U.S.  vessels  and  those  of  other 
nations.  Two  primary  reasons  are: 

(a)  Many  foreign  vessels  use  a floating  level  unit  for 
hydraulic  pump  control  which  typically  is  slow  moving  and 
not  subject  to  the  type  of  failure  as  experienced  by  other 
designs. 

(b)  Most  foreign  cargo  vessels  (including  tankers)  have 
steering  gear  designed  so  that  both  hydraulic  pumps  may  be 
operated  simultaneously  to  meet  rudder  movement  standards. 
Duplication  of  pump  control  and  follow-up  hardware  is 
difficult  to  design  for  these  vessels  so  that  both  systems 
operate  in  tandem  over  the  full  range  of  control. 

Strong  support  was  given  for  duplication  of  control  systems 
between  the  navigating  bridge  and  the  steering  gear  power 
unit  controls,  for  both  new  and  existing  tankers,  including 
those  having  telemotor  (hydraulic)  steering  controls. 
Resolution  A325(IX)  would  allow  administrations  to  waive  the 
requirement  for  a second  independent  control  system  for 
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vessels  equipped  with  a hydraulic  telemotor.  Thus,  the 
working  group  did  not  recommend  this  exemption  for  tankers. 

No  support  was  given  for  the  control  system  failure  alarm 
because  the  rudder  angle  indicator  was  believed  to  provide 
the  same  indication  of  failure  and  should  remain  the  primary 
instrument  relied  upon  by  the  helmsman. 

The  Netherlands  proposal  initially  addressed  oil  tankers; 
however,  the  working  group  agreed  that  these  standards 
should  apply  to  all  tankers,  thus  application  is  extended  to 
gas  carriers  and  chemical  ships.  The  Conference  approved 
the  following  improvements  to  steering  gear  standards  for 
tankers  of  10,000  gross  tons  and  upwards: 

For  new  and  existing  tankers: 

(a)  two  remote  steering  gear  control  systems  operable 
from  the  navigating  bridge.  In  the  event  of  failure  of  the 
remote  steering  gear  control  system  in  operation,  the  other 
system  shall  be  capable  of  being  brought  into  immediate 
operation  from  a position  on  the  navigating  bridge. 

(b)  control  of  the  main  steering  gear  shall  also  be 
provided  in  the  steering  gear  compartment. 

» 

(c)  means  shall  be  provided  in  the  steering  gear 
compartment  to  disconnect  the  remote  steering  gear  control 
system  from  the  power  circuit. 
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(d)  a means  of  communication  shall  be  provided  between 
the  navigating  bridge  and  the  steering  gear  compartment. 

(e)  the  exact  angular  position  of  the  rudder  shall  be 
indicated  on  the  navigating  bridge.  The  rudder  angle 
indication  shall  be  independent  of  the  remote  steering  gear 
control  system,  and 

(f)  the  angular  position  of  the  rudder  shall  be 
recognizable  in  the  steering  gear  ccmpartment. 

For  new  tankers: 

(a)  the  main  steering  gear  shall  comprise  two  or  more 
identical  units. 

(b)  the  main  steering  gear  power  units  shall  be  arranged 
to  start  automatically  when  power  is  restored  after  a power 
failure. 

(c)  in  the  event  of  failure  of  any  of  the  steering  gear 
power  units  an  alarm  shall  be  given  on  the  navigating 
bridge.  Every  steering  gear  power  unit  shall  be  capable  of 
being  brought  into  operation  either  automatically  or 
manually  from  a position  on  the  navigating  bridge,  and 

(d)  an  alternative  power  supply,  at  least  sufficient  to 
supply  a steering  gear  power  unit  so  as  to  enable  it  to  move 
the  rudder  at  a specified  rate  and  also  to  supply  its 
associated  remote  steering  gear  control  system  and  the 
rudder  angle  indicator,  shall  be  provided. 

6-45 


I 


The  Conference  approved  additions  to  SOLAS  74*  Chapter  V, 
which  include  the  following: 

(a)  testing  of  manual  steering  gear  after  prolonged  use 
of  the  automatic  pilot  and  before  entering  areas  where 
navigation  demands  special  caution* 

(b)  where  navigation  demands  special  caution*  ships  shall 
have  more  than  one  steering  gear  power  unit  in  operation 
when  such  units  are  capable  of  simultaneous  operation. 

(c)  checks  and  tests  to  be  conducted  within  12  hours 
before  departure. 

(d)  certain  emergency  steering  drills  to  be  conducted  at 
least  once  every  three  months. 

The  Conference  approved  a Resolution  on  Improved  Emergency 
Steering  Standards.  The  resolution  requests  the  Organization 
as  a matter  of  urgency  to: 

(a)  redraft  Resolution  A325  (IX) 

(b)  make  the  steering  standards  in  the  1978  protocol 
applicable  also  to  ships  other  than  tankers*  and 

(c)  consider  the  contents  of  Resolution  A325  (IX)  as  an 
amendment  to  SOLAS  74. 


2ND  RADAR  AND  COLLISION  AVOIDANCE  AIDS 


The  United  States  proposal  would  require  all  ships  of  10,000 
tons  qross  tonnage  and  upwards  to  be  fitted  with  two  radars 
each  capable  of  operating  independently  of  the  other  and 
each  of  a type  approved  by  the  Flag  State.  Primarily,  this 
would  provide  a "back  up"  in  the  event  cf  failure  of  the 
primary  radar.  Additionally,  however,  it  would  improve  the 
information  gather  capability  of  the  vessel  by  permitting 
one  X~band  and  one  S-band  device,  or  by  having  one  radar  on 
long  range  for  navigation  while  the  other  is  on  short  range 
for  maneuvering,  or  one  for  the  pilot,  one  for  the 
master/mate,  etc. 

The  United  States  also  proposed  that  all  ships  of  10,000 
tons  gross  tonnage  and  upward  be  fitxed  with  collision 
avoidance  aids  (CAA's)  capable  of  operating  in  accordance 
with  internationally  agreed  operational  standards  developed 
by  the  Organisation  (IMCO) . The  joint  meeting  of  the 
NSC/ME PC  was  of  the  opinion  that  a mandatory  requirement  of 
such  an  aid  would  be  premature  at  this  stage  until 
internationally  agreed  user  requirements  and  operational 
performance  standards  for  such  aids  have  been  developed.  It 
was  agreed  that  these  standards  should  be  prepared  as  a 
matter  of  urgency  and  when  completed  should  be  made  a 
mandatory  requirement.  These  standards  shall  be  developed 


6-*7 


by  1 July  1979.  The  O.S.  did  not  agree  with  this  position 
in  its  entirety,  desiring  that  mandatory  installation  be 
required  immediately  upon  standards  development  for  the 
equipment. 

The  working  group  recommended  and  the  Conference 
unanimously  approved  the  provision  to  amend  SOLAS,  1974  to 
provide  two  radars  on  all  ships  over  10,000  GRT.  This  will 
apply  to  new  and  existing  vessels  as  well  as  to  tankers  and 
all  ships  other  than  tankers  above  10,000  GRT.  The 
Conference  also  unanimously  approved  a Resolution  on  the 
Carriage  of  Collision  Avoidance  Aids  (CAA)  to  develop 
performance  standards  for  such  aids  on  all  ships  over  10,000 
GRT  so  that  SOLAS,  1974  can  be  amended  at  the  earliest 
practicable  time.  The  provision  for  a second  radar  was 
acheived  with  ease.  The  US  attempt  to  have  the  provision 
for  the  mandatory  carriage  of  CAA  included  in  the  protocol 
was  unsuccessful  due  to  the  lack  of  IMCO  approved  standards 
and  the  fear  of  many  that  without  such  standards  these 
sophisticated  aids  might  actually  prejudice  safety  of 
navigation.  The  inclusion  of  the  date  certain  for 
preparation  of  standards,  and  the  inclusion  of  the  term  "at 
the  earliest  practicable  time"  represent  an  extremely  strong 
expression  to  achieve  the  U.S.  position  in  this  matter. 
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IMPLEMENTATION 


Measures  adopted  by  the  Conference  are  included  in  Annexes 
to  Protocols  to  the  two  major  Conventions,  MARPOL  73  and 
SOLAS  74,  and  as  Resolutions  adopted  by  the  Conference.  The 
Protocol  to  the  1973  Convention  will  be  merged  with  its 
parent  Convention,  while  the  Protocol  to  the  1974  Convention 
will  be  a separate  instrument. 


The  target  date  for  the  entry  into  force  of  the  1973 
Convention,  as  modified  by  its  Protocol,  is  June  1981.  The 
target  date  for  entry  into  force  of  the  1974  convention  is 
June  1979.  The  target  dates  for  coming  into  force  of  these 
Conventions  and  the  Protocols  are  the  subject  of  Conference 
Resolutions  1 and  2,  copies  of  which  are  attached  as 
Appendices  B and  C.  Each  Resolution  recommends  strongly 
that  all  Governments  concerned  put  the  new  requirements  into 
effect  by  agreed-upon  target  dates,  without  waiting  for 
entry  into  force  of  the  Protocols.  In  this  regard,  the 
Coast  Guard  intends  to  construct  regulatory  implementation 
of  these  new  requirements  so  that  they  ccme  into  force  no 
later  than  the  dates  contained  in  the  Resolutions  and 


Protocols  adopted  by  the  Conference. 


Foot not*: 

Throughout  thi*  paper,  reference  is  made  to  working 
documents  published  by  IMCO  for  use  at  the  Conference  (e.g., 
TSPP/CONF/7/16) . These  documents  are  on  file  at  Coast  Guard 
Headquarters.  Pequests  for  any  of  these  should  be  forwarded 
to: 

Commandant  (G-MMT-1/82) 

USCG  Headquarters 
400  7th  St.  S.W. 

Washington,  D.c.  20590 
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APPENDIX  B 

TL.PI/CONF/Ij/ 12 

KwJT  RESOLUTION  1 

Target  date  for  the  am.y  into  force  of  the  protocol  of  1970 
REIaTTNC.  to  the  international  convention  for  the  prevention 

OF  POLLUTION  FROM  SHIPS,  1973 

THE  CONFERENCE, 

RECOGNIZING  that  the  Protocol  of  1 97®  Relating  to  the  International 
Convention  for  the  Prevention  of  Pollution  from  Ships,  1973  (the  MARPOL 
Protocol)  when  implemented,  would  substantially  achieve  the  complete  elimination 
of  intentional  pollution  of  the  marine  environment  by  oil  and  other  harmful 
substances  and  the  minimi tat ion  of  accidental  discharge  of  such  Bubstancec, 

DESIRING  to  bring  the  MARPOL  Protocol  which  incorporates  and  modifies 
the  1973  Convention  into  force  as  scon  at  possible, 

TaKING  NOTE  of  the  work  by  the  Inter-Govemmental  Maritime  Consultative 
Organisation  to  resolve  the  technical  problems  involved  in  the  implementation 
of  the  Convention, 

RECOMi  NDS  that  all  Governments  conce  ned  adopt  a target  date  of  June  1 9C1 
for  the  entry  into  force  of  the  MaRPOL  Protocol  which  incorporates  and  modifies 
the  1973  Convention, 

RECOMi  ENDS  ALSO  that  those  States  which  contemplate  becoming  Parties 
to  the  MARPOL  Protocol  t 

(a)  make  every  effort  to  deposit  their  instruments  of  ratification, 
approval,  acceptance  or  accession  at  as  early  a date  as  possible 
but  not  later  than  June  1960} 

(b)  if  they  have  not  deposited  euoh  instruments  before  June  I960,  give 
the  Secretary-General  of  the  Organisation  by  that  date  an  indication 
of  the  period  within  which  they  expect  to  be  able  to  do  ec, 

RLCOtli lENTS  FURTHER  that,  prior  to  entry  into  force  of  the  MaRPOL 
Protocol,  Governments  should  ensure  that  the  provisions  of  that  instrument 
are  applied  by  the  dete  fixed  to  new  ships  in  reepeot  of  requirements  which 
contain  a specific  imple>«ntation  date, 

NOTING  that,  with  regard  to  existing  oil  tankers,  the  MaRPOL  Protocol 
prescribes  that  requirements  should  be  implemented  in  relation  to  the  date 
on  which  the  Protocol  enters  into  force, 

INVITES  all  Governments  concerned  to  put  these  requirements  into  effect, 
to  the  maximum  extent,  without  waiting  for  the  entry  into  force  of  the  MARPOL 
Protocol,  by  June  1981,  or  as  soon  as  poasible  thereafter,  nemelyi 
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T8PP/C0OT,  Vi 


- for  exiating  Crude  Oil  Tanka rai 

Require aanta  for  eegregated  ballaat  tanke,  orude  oil  washing  or 
dedioated  clean  ballaat  tanke  oontaiaed  in  Regulation  1}  of  the 
MARPOL  Protocol 

- for  exlating  Produo t Carrierai 

Require aanta  for  aegregated  ballaat  tanka  or  dadioated  clean 
bnllaet  tanka  oontained  in  Regulation  13  of  the  MARFOL  Pretoocl, 

KSCOH&3ID6  that  the  eleventh  aeaalon  of  the  Aaeeably  of  the  Organ! cation 
in  1979  review  progreee  towarde  neeting  thoae  da tea. 


APPENDIX  C 

TSPF/  CONF/D/1 2 


DRaFT  RESOLUTION  2 

TARGET  DATE  POh  THE  ENTRY  IKTO  EOKCE  OF  THE  PROTOCOL  OF  1978 
RELATING  TO  HE  INTERNATIONAL  CONVENTION  FOR  THE  SaFETY  OF 
LIFE  aT  SEa,  1974 

THE  CONFERENCE, 

RECOGNIZING  that  the  International  Convention  for  the  Safety  of  Life 
at  Sea,  1974  (SOLAS  Convention)  and  the  Protocol  of  1978  relating  to  that 
Convention  (SOLAS  Protocol)  when  implemented,  can  Bake  a significant 
improvement  in  the  eafety  of  ahipa  and  property  at  aea  and  the  life  of 
persona  on  board, 

NOriNC  that  the  SOLAS  Protocol  adopted  by  the  Conferenoe  cannot  enter 
into  foroe  before  the  Convention  enters  into  foroe, 

DESIRING  to  bring  the  SOLAS  Convention  and  the  SJLaS  Protocol  into 
fore*  as  soon  as  possible, 

RECOKEENPS  that  all  Governments  concerned  adopt  a target  date  of  June 
1979  fo r the  entry  into  force  of  the  SOLAS  Convention  and  endeavour  to  ensure 
that  the  SOLaS  Protocol  enters  into  force  at  the  saoe  time  or  as  soon  as 
possible  thereafter, 

REC0MFG3JDS  ALSO  that  those  States  whioh  contemplate  beoomlng  Parties  to 
the  SOLAS  Convention* 

(a)  sake  every  effort  to  deposit  their  instruments  of  ratification, 
approval,  acceptance,  or  accession  at  the  earliest  possible  date, 
but  not  later  than  June  1 978* 

(b)  deposit  instruments  of  ratification,  approval,  or  acceptance  of, 
or  aooession  to  the  SOLAS  Protocol  when  it  is  open  for  signature 
or  as  soon  as  possible  thereafter!  and  when  it  becomes  possible 

to  do  so,  endeavour  to  deposit  instruments  of  ratification,  approval, 
or  acceptance  of,  or  accession  to,  both  the  SOL/.S  Convention  and  the 
SOLAS  Protocol  simultaneously) 

(c)  if  they  have  not  deposited  ouch  instruments  before  June  1 97® » 
give  the  Secretary-General  of  the  Inter-Covemmental  haritime 
Consultative  Organisation  by  that  date  an  indication  of  the 
period  within  which  they  expect  to  be  able  to  do  so, 

RECOMMENDS  ALSO  that  Statss  which  have  deposited  lnstruaenta  of 
ratification  of  the  SOLao  Convention  should  deposit  instruments  of  ratification 
of  the  SOLAS  Protocol  as  soon  as  possible, 
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KECOMQtDS  PUuTHFR  that,  prior  to  entxy  into  fore*  of  the  SOUS  Protocol, 
Administration,  should  snsure  that  the  provisions  of  that  instrument  are  applied 
to  new  tankers  by  the  date  fixed  in  respect  of  requirements  which  contain  a 
speoifio  implementation  date, 

NOTING  that,  with  regard  to  existing  ships,  the  SOUS  Protocol  prescribes 
that  the  requirements  should  be  implemented  in  relation  to  the  date  on  which 
that  Protoool  enters  into  force, 

INVITES  all  Governments  ooncemed  to  put  these  requirements  into  effect 
to  the  maximum  extent,  without  waiting  for  the  entry  into  force  of  the  SOUS 
Protocol  by  the  following  dates,  or  as  soon  as  possible  thereafter,  namely i 

- Requirements  for  inert  gas  systems  contained  in  Regulation  60 
of  Chapter  II-2  of  the  SOUS  Protocol 

Existing  tankers  of  70,000  tons  deadweight  and  abovei 
by  June  1961 

Existing  tankers  of  40,000  tons  deadweight  and  above  but  below 
70,000  tons  deadweight,  and  those  of  20,0u0  tons  and  above  but 
below  40,000  tons  deadweight  fitted  with  high  capacity  tank 
washing  machines!  by  June  1963 

- Requirements  for  steering  gear  for  existing  tankers i by  June  1961, 

RECOMMENDS  that  the  eleventh  session  of  the  Assembly  of  the  Inter- 
Governmental  Maritime  Consultative  Organization  in  1979  review  progress 
towards  meeting  these  dates. 
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APPENDIX  7 


PROTOCOL  OF  1978 

RELATING  TO  THE  INTERNATIONAL  CONVENTION  FOR 
THE  PREVENTION  OF  POLLUTION  FROM  SHIPS,  1973 


vmioool  or  me  muruw  to  nz  rrmouriouL  camorriow 
»ot  m fbirioi  or  pouotio*  non  shits,  ms 


TB  Nina  SO  *B  WWW  PROTOCOL, 

ncoantno  the  significant  contribution  which  can  b«  and*  by  the 
Interactional  Conran t ion  for  the  Prevention  of  Pollution  froa  Ship*. 

1973,  to  the  protection  of  the  aarine  environment  froa  pollution  froa 
ahipa, 

HKXXBIZIHO  ALSO  the  need  to  improve  further  the  preraation  and 
coatrol  of  aarine  pollution  froa  ahipa,  particularly  oil  tankers , 

RECOOSIZIBO  PUHHEH  the  need  for  inplaenting  the  Regulations  for 
the  Prevention  of  Pollution  by  Oil  contained  in  Annex  I of  that 
Convention  aa  early  and  aa  widely  aa  poeaible, 

ACnOHLHDOIRO  HOWEVER  the  need  to  defer  the  application  of 
Annex  II  of  that  Convention  until  certain  technical  problsas  have  been 
eatiefbetorily  reeolved, 

COR8IDERIHG  that  theae  objectives  aay  beet  be  achieved  by  the 
concluaion  of  a Protocol  relating  to  the  International  Convention  for 
the  Prevention  of  Pollution  froa  Ships,  1973, 

HAVE  ACRED  as  follows: 

ARTICLE  I 

General  Oblinatione 

1.  The  Parties  to  the  present  Protocol  undertake  to  give  effect  to 
the  provisions  of: 

(a)  the  present  Protocol  and  the  Annex  hereto  which  shall 
constitute  an  integral  part  of  the  present  Protocol;  and 

(b)  the  International  Convention  for  the  Prevention  of  Pollution 
froa  Ships,  1973  (hereinafter  referred  to  aa  "the 
Convention"),  subject  to  the  modifications  and  additions 
set  out  in  the  present  Protocol. 

2.  The  provisions  of  the  Convention  and  the  present  Protocol  shall 
be  read  and  interpreted  together  as  one  single  instnaent. 

i 


i 

7-2 

.3 

n 

i \Ji 


1.  Mnthitudui  the  provisions  of  Article  iMl)  of  tin  Convention, 
tbo  hrtiia  to  the  present  Protocol  a (too  that  they  shall  not  bo  bound 
bgr  tbo  provisions  of  Anna  II  of  tbo  Convention  for  a period  of  throe 
yearn  from  the  data  of  entry  into  force  of  the  preaent  Protocol  or  for 
eueh  1 oncer  parted  aa  any  be  decided  by  a tvo-thirda  majority  of  the 

to  the  preaent  Protocol  in  the  Marine  Environment  Protection 
Committee  (hereinafter  referred  to  aa  "the  Coaaittee")  of  the 
Inter-Oovanmiritnl  maritime  Conaultatiee  Organ iiat ion  (hereinafter 
referred  to  aa  "tha  Organisation") . 

2.  During  the  period  specified  in  paragraph  1 of  this  Artielo,  the 
Parties  to  the  present  Protocol  ahall  not  bo  under  any  obligations  nor 
antitied  to  claim  any  privileges  under  the  Convention  in  respect  of 
matters  relating  to  Annex  XI  of  the  Convention  and  all  reference  to 
Parties  in  the  Convention  ahall  not  include  the  Parties  to  the  present 
Protocol  in  so  far  sa  aatters  relating  to  that  Annex  are  concerned. 

AR1CLB  111 

Ccmni, cation  9C  Information 

The  tact  of  Article  11(1  )(b)  of  the  Convention  is  replaced  by  the 
fall owing: 

"a  list  of  nominated  surveyors  or  recognised  organisations  which 
are  authorised  to  act  on  thair  behalf  in  the  administration  of  aatters 
relati^  to  the  design,  construction,  equipment  and  operation  of  ships 
carryiag  harmful  substances  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Regulations  for  circulation  to  the  Parties  for  information  of  their 
officers . The  Ateiniatrntion  shall  therefore  notify  the  Organisation 
of  the  specific  responsibilities  and  conditions  of  the  authority 
dalagatad  to  nominated  surveyors  or  recognised  organisations." 
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ACTICU  IT 

l>rwu».  and 

1.  ft.  Prcaaat  Protocol  .hall  be  open  for  « tb. 

nmd«mrt*r*  of  th.  Ortaniaatioo  fro.  i Jun.  1978  to  3!  M»  19To 

“*  t*"r-,Ur  op»  for  accaaioo.  State.  nay  bec<». 

PiMtioo  to  the  preeent  Protocol  by: 

U)  without  reaerration  to  to  ratification.  accept-*, 

or  approval;  or 

(b)  aijnature,  .object  to  ratification,  acceptance  or  appwvu 
tt>Uowd  by  ratification,  acceptance  or  approval;  or 
(e)  acceaaion. 

8.  Satification.  ncceptance.  approval  or  acceaaion  .hull  b.  «hm 
by  the  depoait  of  on  in.tn—nt  to  that  effect  with  the  Secretary- 
Qeneral  of  tho  Orpaniaation. 


AOTICLS  V 
_«ntry  into  force 

1.  ft.  preeent  Protocol  .hall  enter  into  force  twelv.  after 

the  date  on  which  not  lea.  than  fifteen  State.,  the  ccbinad  aerchwt 
fleet,  of  which  conetitut.  not  lea.  than  fifty  p.r  c.nt  of  th, 
tonnage  of  th.  world',  nerchant  ahippin,,  have  beco«  Parti.,  to  it 
« accordance  with  Article  IV  of  th.  pre.ent  Protocol. 

2.  Any  inatn— ent  of  ratification.  acceptance.  approval  or  «„..ion 
d.po.itM  *ft.r  th.  date  on  which  the  pre.ent  Protocol  enter,  into 
fare,  ehall  taka  effect  three  aontha  after  the  date  of  depoait. 

*'  A<t*r  tb*  'Ut*  on  wbich  “ eaeniaent  to  the  preeent  Protocol  ie 
deaMd  to  have  been  accepted  in  accordance  with  Article  16  of  the 
Oooweotion.  any  in.tn-.nt  of  ratification,  acceptance,  approval  or 
-e— ion  d^oaited  .hall  apply  to  th.  pre.ent  Protocol  a.  «and«i. 
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Amcu  vi 


lh*  procedures  act  out  ia  Article  16  of  the  Convention  in  respect 
of  anAMiti  to  the  Articles,  an  Annex  and  an  Appendix  to  an  Annex  of 
the  Convention  shall  apply  respectively  to  aaenteents  to  the  Articles, 
the  Annas  and  an  Appendix  to  the  Annex  of  the  present  Protocol, 


AHTICU  Vll 


1,  The  present  Protocol  nay  be  denounced  by  any  Party  to  the  present 
Protocol  at  any  tine  after  the  expiry  of  five  years  fron  the  date  on 
vbich  the  Protocol  eaters  into  force  for  that  Party. 


2.  Denunciation  shall  be  effected  by  the  deposit  of  an  instrument 
of  denunciation  with  the  Secretary-General  of  the  Organization. 


3.  A denunciation  shall  take  effect  twelve  months  after  receipt  of 
the  notification  by  the  Secretary-General  of  the  Organization  or  after 
the  expiry  of  any  other  longer  period  which  nay  be  indicated  in  the 
notification. 


ARTICLE  VIII 
Depositary 

1.  The  present  Protocol  shall  be  deposited  with  the  Secretary-General 
of  the  Organisation  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  "the  Depositary"). 

2.  The  Depositary  shall: 

(a)  inform  all  States  which  have  signed  the  present  Protocol  or 
acceded  thereto  of: 

(i)  each  new  signature  or  deposit  of  an  instrument  of 
ratification,  acceptance,  approval  or  accession, 
together  with  the  date  thereof; 

(ii)  the  date  of  entry  into  force  of  the  present  Protocol; 

(iii)  the  deposit  of  any  instrunnt  of  denunciation  of  the 

present  Protocol  together  with  the  date  on  which  it  was 
received  and  the  date  on  which  the  denunciation  takes 
effect; 
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(ir)  any  decision  aade  in  accordance  with  Article  11(1)  of 
the  prceent  Protocol} 

(*)  trmnmit  certified  true  copies  of  the  preaent  Protocol  to 
all  States  which  have  ai|ned  the  preaent  Protocol  or  acceded 
thereto. 

3.  Aa  aooa  a a the  preaent  Protocol  cetera  into  force,  a certified 
true  copy  thereof  shall  be  trenaaitted  by  the  Depositary  to  the 
Secretariat  of  the  United  lotions  for  registration  and  publication  in 
accordance  with  Article  102  of  the  Charter  of  the  United  lotions. 

ARTICX*  I* 

The  present  Protocol  is  established  in  a single  original  in  the 
bigliah.  Preach,  Russian  and  Spanish  languages,  each  text  being 
equally  authentic.  Official  translations  in  the  Arabic,  Qexaan, 
Italian  and  Japanese  languages  shall  be  prepared  and  deposited  with 
the  signed  original. 


'1 


□I  VHR8S  VURBOP  the  undersigned  being  duly  authorised  by 
their  respective  Oovenaents  for  that  purpose  bare  signed  the  present 
Protocol. 


DOR  AT  L0ID0I  this  seventeenth  day  of  February  one  thousand 
nine  hundred  aad  seventy-eight. 
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»ninc*no«8  aid  ADDinam  to  tn  httwatioial  coivutioi 
tor  ns  pwvnmc*  op  pollotioi  pith  sups,  1973 

Ann  1 

RBGUUnaiS  TOR  THI  PRPVnTIOl  OP  POLLUTIOI  BY  OIL 

Regulation  1 
Definitions 

Paragraphs  (1)  to  (7)  - Bo  chop— 

The  existing  tort  of  paragraph  (8)  is  replaced  by  the  following: 

(8)  (a)  'Itejor  conversion'  aeons  a con  version  of  an  existing  ship: 

(i)  which  substantially  altera  the  dimensions  or  carrying 
capacity  of  the  ship;  or 

(ii)  which  changes  the  type  of  the  ship;  or 

(iii)  the  intent  of  which  in  the  opinion  of  the  Afeinistretion 
is  substantially  to  prolong  its  lift;  or 

(iw)  which  otherwise  so  alters  the  ship  that,  if  it  were  a 

new  ship,  it  would  becoae  subject  to  relevant  provisions 
of  the  present  Protocol  not  applicable  to  it  aa  an 
existing  ship. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sub-paragraph  (a)  of  this 
paragraph,  conversion  of  an  existing  oil  tanker  of  20,000  tone  dead- 
weight and  above  to  meet  the  requirements  of  Regulation  13  of  this  Annex 
shall  not  be  deemed  to  constitute  a major  conversion  for  the  purposes 
of  this  Annex. 

Paragraphs  (9)  to  (22)  - lo  chanse 

Ihe  existing  text  of  paragraph  (23)  is  replaced  by  the  ftUowinm: 

(23)  'Li4>twei£it'  means  the  displacement  of  a ship  in  metric  tons 
without  cargo,  fuel,  lubricating  oil,  ballast  water,  fresh  water  and 
feed  water  in  tanks,  consiaable  stores,  and  passenger*  and  crew  and 
their  effects. 
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Paragraph*  (?li)  and  (?3)  - Ho  chance 

PJ.  Ril&int.  PRTMTdPh.  are  added  to  the  exiatlnx  text: 

(?6)  notwithstanding  tha  proviaiona  of  paragraph  (6)  of  thia  Regulation, 
ftor  tha  purpoaaa  of  Ragulation*  13,  13«,  1*  and  18(3)  of  thla  Annex, 

"new  oil  tanker"  aaana  ah  oil  tankari 

(a)  for  which  tha  building  contract  ia  placed  after 
1 Jin*  1979  i or 

(b)  in  the  abaence  of  a building  contract,  the  keel  of  which  ia 
laid,  or  which  ia  at  a aiailar  atage  of  conatruction  after 
1 January  1980;  or 

(c)  the  delivery  of  which  i*  after  l June  198?;  or 

(d)  which  ha*  \x\dergone  a aajor  conversion: 

(i)  for  which  the  contract  i*  placed  after  1 June  1979;  or 

(ii)  in  the  ahaenca  of  a contract,  the  conatruction  work  of 
which  i*  begun  after  1 January  1980;  or 

(iii)  which  i*  collated  after  1 June  198?, 

except  that,  for  oil  tanker*  of  70,000  ton*  deadweight  and  above,  the 
definition  in  paragraph  (8)  of  thia  Regulation  ahall  apply  (Or  the 
purpoaea  of  Regulation  13(1)  of  thia  Annex. 

(?7>  Rotwithatanding  the  proviaiona  of  paragraph  (7)  of  thia  Ragulation, 
ft>r  the  purpoaea  of  Regulation*  13.  13A,  13B,  13C,  13D  and  18(6)  of 
thia  Annax,  "existing  oil  tanker"  neana  an  oil  tanker  which  ia  not  a 
new  oil  tanker  aa  defined  in  paragraph  (?8)  of  thia  Regulation. 

(?R)  "Crude  oil"  awan*  any  liquid  hydrocarbon  aixture  occurring  naturally 
in  the  earth  whether  or  not  treated  to  render  it  auitable  ftar  transportation 
include*: 

(a)  crude  oil  Proa  which  certain  distillate  fraction*  wy  have 
been  reaoved,  and 

(b)  crude  oil  to  which  certain  diatillate  fraction*  way  have 
been  added. 


(?9)  "Crude  oil  tanker' 
carrying  crude  oil. 


>ana  an  oil  tanker  engaged  in  the  trade  of 
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(30)  "Product  Mirier"  aeans  on  oil  tanker  encased  in  the  trade  of 
carrying  oil  other  than  crude  oil. 

Regulation!  2 and  3 - »o  fhanee 
Regulation  <t 

the  existing  tart  of  Regulation  l>  ie  replaced  by  the  following: 

Surveys  and  Inspections 

(1)  Crery  oil  tanker  of  150  tone  groae  tonnage  and  above,  and  every 
other  chip  of  kOO  tone  groae  tonnage  and  above  shall  be  subject  to  the 
surveys  specified  below i 

(a)  An  initial  survey  before  the  ship  it  put  in  service  or  before 
the  Certificate  required  under  Regulation  5 of  this  Annex  is 
issued  for  the  first  tiae,  which  shall  include  a complete 
survey  of  its  structure,  equipment,  systeas,  fittings, 
arrangeaents  and  aaterial  in  so  far  as  the  ship  is  covered 

by  this  Annex.  This  survey  shall  be  such  as  to  ensure  that 
the  structure,  equipaent,  systeas,  fittings,  arrangeaents 
and  aaterial  fully  easily  with  the  applicable  requiraaants 
of  this  Annex. 

(b)  Periodical  surveys  at  intervals  specified  by  the 
Adainistration,  but  not  exceeding  five  years,  which  shall 
be  such  as  to  ensure  that  the  structure,  equipaent, 
systeas,  fittings,  arrangeaents  and  aaterial  fully  coaply 
with  the  requireaenta  of  this  Annex. 

(e)  A ainiaua  of  one  interaediate  survey  during  the  period  of 

validity  of  the  Certificate  which  shall  be  such  as  to  ensure 
that  the  equipaent  and  associated  pimp  and  piping  systeas, 
including  oil  discharge  aonitoring  and  control  systeas, 
crude  oil  washing  systeas,  oily-vater  separating  equipment 
and  oil  filtering  systems , fully  coaply  with  the  applicable 
requirwents  of  this  Annex  and  are  in  good  working  order. 

In  cases  where  only  one  such  interaediate  survey  is  carried 
out  in  any  one  Certificate  validity  period,  it  shall  be 
held  not  before  six  aonths  prior  to,  nor  later  than  six 
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■oath*  after  the  half-way  data  of  the  Certificate'* 
period  of  validity.  Such  intermediate  aurveya  ahall  be 
endoraed  on  the  Certificate  iaeued  under  Regulation  5 of 
thi*  Annex. 

(2)  The  Administration  ahall  establish  appropriate  measures  for  ship* 
which  are  not  subject  to  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
Regulation  in  order  to  ensure  that  the  applicable  provisions  of  this 
Annex  are  coaqilied  with. 

(3)  (a)  Surveys  of  ships  as  regards  the  enforcement  of  the  provisions 
of  this  Annex  shall  be  carried  out  by  officers  of  the  A&sinistration. 
The  Administration  may,  however,  entrust  the  surveys  cither  to 
surveyors  nominated  for  the  purpose  or  to  organisations  recognised  by 
it. 

(b)  The  Administration  shall  institute  arrangements  for 
unscheduled  inspections  to  be  carried  out  during  the  period  of 
validity  of  the  Certificate.  Such  inspections  shall  ensure  that  the 
ship  and  its  equipment  remain  in  all  respects  satisfactory  for  the 
aervice  for  which  the  ship  is  intended,  these  inspections  may  be 
carried  out  by  their  own  inspection  services,  or  by  nominated 
surveyors  or  by  recognised  organisations,  or  by  other  Parties  upon 
request  of  the  Administration.  Where  the  Administration,  under  the 
provisions  of  paragraph  (l)  of  this  Regulation,  establishes  mandatory 
annual  surveys,  the  above  unscheduled  inspections  shall  not  be 
obligatory. 

(c)  An  Administration  nominating  surveyors  or  recognising 
organisations  to  conduct  surveys  and  inspections  as  set  forth  in 
sub-paragraphs  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  paragraph,  shall  as  a minimum 
empower  any  nominated  surveyor  or  recognised  organisation  to: 

(i)  require  repairs  to  a ship;  and 

(ii)  carry  out  surveys  and  inspections  if  requested  by 
the  appropriate  authorities  of  a Port  State. 

The  Administration  shall  notify  the  Organisation  of  the  specific 
responsibilities  and  conditions  of  the  authority  delegated  to  the 
nominated  surveyors  or  recognised  organisations,  for  circulation  to 
Parties  to  the  present  Protocol  for  the  information  of  their  officers. 
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(d)  When  a nominated  surveyor  or  recognised  organisation  deteraines 
that  the  condition  of  the  ship  or  its  equipment  does  not  correspond 
substantially  with  the  particulars  of  the  Certificate  or  is  such  that 
the  ship  is  not  fit  to  proceed  to  sea  without  presenting  an  unreasonable 
threat  of  hara  to  the  Marine  environment,  such  surveyor  or  organisation 
shall  iaMdiately  ensure  that  corrective  action  it  taken  and  shall  in  due 
course  notify  the  Administration.  If  such  corrective  action  is  not 
taken  the  Certificate  should  be  withdrawn  and  the  Adainistration  shall 

be  notified  immediately;  and  if  the  ship  is  in  a port  of  another  Party, 
the  appropriate  authorities  of  the  Port  State  shall  also  be  notified 
immediately.  When  an  officer  of  the  Administration,  a nominated 
surveyor  or  recognised  organisation  has  notified  the  appropriate 
authorities  of  the  Port  State,  the  Government  of  the  Port  State 
concerned  shall  give  such  officer,  surveyor  or  organization  any 
necessary  assistance  to  carry  out  their  obligations  under  this 
Regulation.  When  applicable,  the  Government  of  the  Port  State 
concerned  shall  take  such  steps  as  will  ensure  that  the  ship  shall  not 
sail  until  it  can  proceed  to  sea  or  leave  the  port  for  the  purpose  of 
proceeding  to  the  nearest  appropriate  repair  yard  available  without 
presenting  an  unreasonable  threat  of  harm  to  the  marine  environment. 

(e)  In  every  case,  the  Adainistration  concerned  shall  fully 
guarantee  the  completeness  and  efficiency  or  the  survey  and  inspection 
and  shall  undertake  to  ensure  the  necessary  arrangements  to  satisfy 
this  obligation. 

(I»)  (a)  The  condition  of  the  ship  and  its  equipment  shall  be 

maintained  to  conform  with  the  provisions  of  the  present  Protocol  to 
ensure  that  the  ship  in  all  respects  will  remain  fit  to  proceed  to  sea 
without  presenting  an  unreasonable  threat  of  harm  to  the  marine 
environment . 

(b)  After  any  survey  of  the  ship  under  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
Regulation  has  been  completed,  no  change  shall  be  made  in  the 
structure,  equipment,  systems,  fittings,  arrangements  or  suiterial 
covered  by  the  survey,  without  the  sanction  of  the  Administration, 
except  the  direct  replacement  of  such  equipment  and  fittings. 
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(e)  Vhwmr  u accident  occur*  to  a a hip  or  a 4*  fact  is 
discovered  which  suhetantially  affscta  tha  integrity  of  the  abip  or 
tha  efficiency  or  co^leteuess  of  it*  equipment  covered  by  thia  Annex 
tha  aas tar  or  01 mar  of  tha  ahip  ahall  report  at  tha  aarlioat 
opportunity  to  tha  Administration,  tha  recogiited  organisation  or 
tha  Doadaatad  surveyor  rasponsibla  for  isauing  the  relevant 
Cartificata,  who  ahall  cauaa  investigations  to  ha  initiated  to 
detaraina  whether  a survey  aa  required  by  paragraph  (1)  of  thia 
Regulation  is  necessary.  Xf  the  ship  is  in  a port  of  another  Party, 
the  aas tar  or  owner  ahall  also  report  immediately  to  the  appropriate 
authorities  of  the  Port  State  and  the  nominated  surveyor  or  recogiited 
organisation  shall  ascertain  that  such  report  has  been  made. 

Regulations  5,  6 and  T 

In  the  existing  text  of  these  Regulations,  delete  all  references  to 
"(1973)"  in  relation  to  the  International  Oil  Pollution  Prevention 
Certificate. 


Regulation  8 
Duration  of  Certificate 

The  existing  text  of  Regulation  8 is  replaced  by  the  following: 

(1)  An  International  Oil  Pollution  Prevention  Certificate  shall  be 
issued  for  a period  specified  by  the  Administration,  which  shall  not 
exceed  five  years  from  the  date  of  issue,  provided  that  in  the  case  of 
an  oil  tanker  operating  with  dedicated  clean  ballast  tanks  for  a 
limited  period  specified  in  Regulation  13(9)  of  thia  Annex,  the  period 
of  validity  of  the  Certificate  ahall  not  exceed  such  specified  period. 

(2)  A Certificate  shall  cease  to  be  valid  if  significant  alterations 
haws  taken  place  in  the  construction,  equipment,  systems,  fittings, 
arrangements  or  material  required  without  the  sanction  of  the 
Administration,  except  the  direct  replacement  of  such  equipment  or 
fittings,  or  if  interm* diet*  surveys  as  specified  by  the  Administration 
under  Regulation  fc(l)(c)  of  this  Annex  are  not  carried  out. 
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(3)  A Certificate  issued  to  a ehip  ahall  aleo  ceaee  to  be  valid  upon 
transfer  of  the  ehip  to  the  flat  of  another  State.  A new  Certificate 
shall  only  be  issued  when  the  Oovsnaent  issuing  the  new  Certificate 
is  fully  satisfied  that  the  ship  is  in  full  compliance  with  the 
requirements  of  Regulation  A(lt)(a)  and  (b)  of  this  Annex.  In  the  case 
of  a transfer  between  Parties,  if  requested  within  three  aontbs  after 
the  tranafer  has  taken  place,  the  Oovenmeat  of  the  Party  whose  fls« 
the  ship  was  formerly  entitled  to  fly  ahall  transit  as  soon  as 
possible  to  the  Ateinistration  a copy  of  the  Certificate  carried  by 
the  ship  before  the  transfer  and,  if  available,  a copy  of  the  relevant 
survey  report. 


Regulations  9 to  12  - Mo  chance 

The  existing  text  of  Regulation  13  is  replaced  by  the  following 
Regulations : 


Regulation  13 

Segregated  Ballast  Tanks.  Dedicated  Clean  Ballast 
Tanks  and  Crude  Oil  Washing 

Subject  to  the  provisions  of  Regulations  13C  and  13D  of  this 
Annex,  oil  tankers  shall  comply  with  the  requirements  of  this 
Regulation. 

New  oil  tankers  of  20.000  tons  deadweight  and  above 

(1)  Every  new  crude  oil  tanker  of  20,000  tons  deadweight  and  above 
and  every  new  product  carrier  of  30,000  tons  deadweight  and  above 
shall  be  provided  with  segregated  ballast  tanka  and  shall  comply  with 
paragraphs  (2),  (3)  and  (A),  or  paragraph  (3)  aa  appropriate,  of  this 
Regulation. 

(2)  The  capacity  of  the  segregated  ballast  tanks  shall  be  so 
determined  that  the  ship  may  operate  safely  on  ballast  voyages  without 
recourse  to  the  use  of  cargo  tanks  for  water  ballast  except  aa 
provided  for  in  paragraph  (3)  or  (A)  of  this  Regulation.  In  all 
cases,  however,  the  capacity  of  segregated  ballast  tanks  shall  be  at 
least  such  that,  in  any  ballast  condition  at  any  part  of  the  voyage, 
including  the  conditions  consisting  of  lightweight  plus  ssgregated 
ballast  only,  the  ship's  draughts  and  trim  can  meet  each  of  the 
following  requirmnts : 
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(•)  the  aoulded  draught  amidships  (da)  in  Metres  (without 
taking  into  account  any  ship's  deforastion)  shall  not 
be  less  than: 

da  ■ 2.0  ♦ 0.02L; 

(b)  the  draughts  at  the  forward  and  after  perpendiculars 
shall  correspond  to  those  determined  by  the  draught 
saidahips  (da)  as  specified  in  sub-paragraph  (a)  of  this 
paragraph,  in  association  with  the  tria  by  the  stern  of 
not  greater  than  0.015L;  and 

(c)  in  any  case  the  draught  at  the  after  perpendicular  shall 
not  be  less  than  that  which  is  necessary  to  obtain  full 
iversion  of  the  propeller(s). 

(3)  In  no  case  shall  ballast  water  be  carried  in  cargo  tanks  except 
on  those  rare  voyages  when  weather  conditions  are  so  severe  that,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  master,  it  is  necessary  to  carry  additional  ballast 
water  in  cargo  tanks  for  the  safety  of  the  ship.  Such  additional 
ballast  water  shall  be  processed  and  discharged  in  coapliance  with 
Regulation  9 of  this  Annex  and  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of 
Regulation  13  of  this  Annex  and  entry  shall  be  nade  in  the  Oil  Record 
Book  referred  to  in  Regulation  20  of  this  Annex. 

(k)  In  the  case  of  new  crude  oil  tankers,  the  additional  ballast 
permitted  in  parsgraph  (3)  of  this  Regulation  shall  be  carried  in 
cargo  tanks  only  if  such  tanks  have  been  crude  oil  washed  in 
accordance  with  Regulation  13B  of  this  Annex  before  departure  from  an 
oil  unloading  port  or  terminal. 

(3)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (2)  of  this  Regulation, 
the  segregated  ballast  conditions  for  oil  tankers  less  than  130  Metres 
in  length  shall  be  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Administration. 

(6)  Every  new  crude  oil  tanker  of  20,000  tons  deadweight  and  above 
shall  be  fitted  with  a cargo  tank  cleaning  systea  using  crude  oil 
washing.  The  Administration  shall  undertake  to  ensure  that  the  systea 
fully  complies  with  the  requirements  of  Regulation  13B  of  this  Annex 
within  one  year  after  the  tanker  was  first  engaged  in  the  trade  of 
carrying  crude  oil  or  by  the  end  of  the  third  voyage  carrying  crude 
oil  suitable  for  crude  oil  washing,  whichever  occurs  later.  Unless 
such  oil  tanker  carries  crude  oil  which  is  not  suitable  for  crude  oil 
washing,  the  oil  tanker  shall  operate  the  systea  in  accordance  with 
the  requirements  of  that  Regulation. 
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ballaat  tanker,  provided  that  it  collies  with  the  raqulraaaate  of 
peregrakpha  (2)  and  (3),  or  paragraph  (3)  aa  appropriate,  of  thia 
Peculation. 


Peculation  13* 

Peauirenente  for  Oil  Tanhera  with  Dedicated  Clean  Ballaet  Tanka 

(1)  An  oil  tanker  operatinc  with  dedicated  clean  ballaat  tanka  in 
accordance  with  the  prorieiona  of  Peculation  13(9)  or  (10)  of  thia 
Annex,  a hall  have  adequate  tank  capacity,  dedicated  eolely  to  the 
carriace  of  clean  ballaat  aa  defined  in  Peculation  1(16)  of  thia  Annex, 
to  neet  the  requireaenta  of  Peculation  13(2)  and  (3)  of  thia  Annex. 

(2)  The  arrangaaenta  and  operational  procedural  for  dedicated  clean 
be.  laat  tanka  a hell  cosily  with  the  requireaenta  eatabliahed  by  the 
Adainiatration.  Such  requireaenta  ahall  contain  at  leaat  all  the 
provisions  of  the  8pecificationa  for  Oil  Tnnkera  with  Dedicated  Clean 
Ballaat  Ihnka  adopted  by  the  International  Conference  on  Tanker 
Safety  and  Pollution  Prevention,  1978,  in  Revolution  Ik  and  aa  any  be 
reviled  by  the  Orcaniaatioo. 

(3)  An  oil  tankar  operatinc  with  dedicated  clean  ballast  tanka  shall 
be  equipped  with  an  oil  contant  aeter,  approved  by  the  Adainiatration 
on  the  basis  of  specification*  recoaaended  by  the  Orcanixation*.  to 
enable  aiverviaion  of  the  oil  content  in  ballast  watar  being  discharged. 
The  oil  content  aeter  ahall  ba  installed  no  later  than  at  the  first 
scheduled  shipyard  visit  of  tha  tanker  follovinc  the  entry  into  force 
of  the  present  Protocol.  Until  such  tiae  as  the  oil  content  aeter  it 
installed,  it  shall  iaaediately  before  discharge  of  ballaat  be 
established  by  exaaination  of  the  ballaat  water  froa  dedicated  tanka 
that  no  contamination  with  oil  has  taken  place, 

(k)  Every  oil  tanker  operating  with  dedicated  clean  ballaat  tanks  shall 
be  provided  with: 


* Reference  ia  aada  to  tha  Pecaaaendation  on  International  Performance 
and  Vast  Specification*  for  Oily-Vater  Separating  Equipment  and  Oil 
Content  Haters  adopted  by  tha  Organisation  by  Resolution  A. 393(E). 
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nirtiM  crude  ou  tankers  of  to  .000  tow  deadweight  and  above 

(7)  Subject  to  tho  provisions  of  paregrnphs  (8)  ud  (9)  of  this 
Regulation  every  existing  crude  oil  tanker  of  kO.OOO  tons  deadweight 
and  abort  (hall  bo  provided  with  segregated  ballast  tanka  and  shall 
cnnply  with  the  requirements  of  paragraphs  (3)  and  (3)  of  this 
Regulation  frost  the  date  of  entry  into  force  of  the  present  Protocol. 

(8)  Existing  crude  oil  tankers  referred  to  in  paragraph  (T)  of  this 
Regulation  Bay,  in  lieu  of  being  provided  with  segregated  ballast 
tanks,  operate  with  a cargo  tank  cleaning  procedure  using  crude  oil 
washing  in  accordance  with  Regulation  13B  of  this  Annex  unless  the 
crude  oil  tanker  is  intended  to  carry  crude  oil  which  is  not  suitable 
for  crude  oil  washing. 

(9)  Existing  crude  oil  tankers  referred  to  in  paragraph  (T)  or  (8) 
of  this  Regulation  nay,  in  lieu  of  being  provided  with  segregated 
ballast  tanks  or  operating  with  a cargo  tank  cleaning  procedure  using 
crude  oil  washing,  operate  with  dedicated  clean  ballast  tanks  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Regulation  13A  of  this  Annex  for 
the  following  period: 

(a)  for  crude  oil  tankers  of  T0.000  tons  deadweight  and  above, 
until  two  years  after  the  date  Of  entry  into  force  of  the 
present  Protocol;  and 

(b)  for  crude  oil  tankers  of  kO.OOO  tons  deadweight  and  above 
but  below  70,000  tons  deadweight,  until  four  years  after 
the  date  of  entry  into  force  of  the  present  Protocol. 

Existing  product  carriers  of  UO.OOO  tons  deadweixht  and  above 

(10)  Proa  the  date  of  entry  into  force  of  the  present  Protocol,  every 
existing  product  carrier  of  Uo,000  tons  deadweight  and  above  shall  be 
provided  with  segregated  ballast  tanks  and  shall  coaply  with  the 
requirements  of  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  this  Regulation,  or, 
alternatively,  operate  with  dedicated  clean  ballast  tanks  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  Regulation  13A  of  this  Annex. 

tanker  qualified  as  a segregated  ballast  oil  tanker 

(11)  Any  oil  tanker  which  is  not  required  to  be  provided  with 
segregated  ballast  tanks  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (1),  (7)  or 
(10)  of  this  Regulation  nay,  however,  be  qualified  as  a segregated 
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(•)  • Dedicated  Clean  Dallest  Teak  Operation  Manual  detail  li* 
the  system  and  specifying  operational  procedure* . Such  a 
Manual  ahall  be  to  the  aatiafaction  of  the  Ateinistretion 
and  ahall  contain  all  the  infoneation  aet  out  ia  the 
Specificationa  referred  to  in  paragraph  (2)  of  thia 
Regulation.  If  an  alteration  affecting  the  dedicated  clean 
ball  aet  tank  ayeten  ia  nude,  the  Operation  Manual  ahall 
be  revised  accordingly  i and 

(b)  a Supplement  to  the  Oil  Record  Book  referred  to  in 

Regulation  20  of  thie  Annex  as  set  out  in  Supplmsant  1 to 
Appendix  III  of  thie  Annex.  The  Supplement  shall  be 
permanently  attached  to  the  Oil  Record  Book. 

Regulation  13B 

Requirements  for  Crude  Oil  Washing 

(1)  Every  crude  oil  washing  system  required  to  be  provided  in 
accordance  with  Regulation  13(6)  and  (6)  of  this  Annex  shall  comply 
with  the  requirements  of  thia  Regulation. 

(2)  The  crude  oil  washing  installation  and  associated  equipment  and 
arrangements  shall  comply  with  ths  requirements  established  by  the 
AAainistration.  Such  requirements  shall  contain  at  least  all  the 
provisions  of  the  Specifications  for  the  Design,  Operation  and  Control 
of  Crude  Oil  Mashing  Systems  adopted  by  the  International  Conference 
on  Thnker  Safety  and  Pollution  Prevention,  1978,  in  Resolution  15  and 
as  nay  be  revised  by  the  Organisation. 

(3)  An  inert  gas  system  shall  b*  provided  in  every  cargo  tank  and 
slop  tank  in  accordance  with  th*  appropriate  Regulations  of 
Chapter  II-2  of  the  International  Convention  for  the  Safety  of  Life 
at  Sea,  197b,  as  modified  and  added  to  by  the  Protocol  of  1976 
Relating  to  th*  International  Convention  for  the  Safety  of  Life  at 
Sea.  197b. 

(b)  With  respect  to  the  ballasting  of  cargo  tanks,  sufficient  cargo 
tanks  shall  be  crude  oil  washed  prior  to  each  ballast  voyage  in  order 
that,  taking  into  account  the  tanker's  trading  pattern  and  expected 
weather  conditione,  ballast  water  is  put  only  into  cargo  tanks  which 
have  been  crude  oil  washed. 

■ 
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(5)  Every  oil  tanker  optratiai  with  crude  oil  washing  systems  shall  ba 
protiM  with) 

(a)  an  Oparationa  and  Equipment  Mutual  detailing  the  ay » tan  and 
equipment  and  apaci  tying  o pa  rational  procedures.  Such  a 
Manual  a hall  ba  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Adxuniatretion 
and  ahall  contain  all  the  i n format i on  act  out  in  the 
Spacifieatiooa  referred  to  in  paragraph  (?)  of  thia 
Regulation.  If  an  alteration  affecting  the  crude  oil 
waahing  system  ia  aada,  the  Oparationa  and  Equipment  Manual 
ahall  be  revised  accordingly;  and 

(b)  a Sivpleaant  to  the  Oil  Record  Book  referred  to  in 
Regulation  ?0  of  thia  Annex  as  set  out  in  Supplement  ? to 
Appendix  III  of  thia  Annex.  The  Supplement  ahall  be 
permanently  attached  to  the  Oil  Record  Book. 

Regulation  1 3C 

Coating  dUnk*  — in  Bpcific  Trades 

(1)  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  paragraphs  (?)  and  (3)  of  thia 
Regulation,  Regulation  13(7)  to  (10)  of  thia  Annex  ahall  not  apply  to 
an  existing  oil  tanker  solely  engaged  in  specific  trades  between: 

(a)  ports  or  terminals  within  a State  Party  to  the  present 
Protocol ; or 

(b)  ports  or  terminals  of  States  Parties  to  the  present 
Protocol,  where: 

(i)  the  voyage  is  entirely  within  a Special  Area  as  defined 
in  Regulation  10(1)  of  thia  Annex;  or 

(ii)  the  voyage  is  entirely  within  other  limita  desigiated  by 
the  Organisation. 

(?)  The  provisions  of  paragraph  (1)  of  thia  Regulation  shall  only  apply 
when  the  porta  or  terminals  where  cargo  is  loaded  on  such  voyages  are 
provided  with  reception  facilities  adequate  for  the  reception  and 
treatment  of  all  the  ballast  and  tank  waahing  water  from  oil  tankers 
using  them  and  all  the  following  conditions  are  complied  with: 
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(a)  euhjeet  to  the  exceptions  provided  for  in  Regulation  11  of 
this  'an -a,  all  ballast  water,  including  clean  ballast  water, 
and  tank  washing  residues  are  retained  on  board  and 
tranafermd  to  the  reception  facilitiea  and  the  entry  in  the 
appropriate  Section#  of  the  Bupplsment  to  the  Oil  Record 
Book  referred  to  in  paragraph  (3)  of  thia  Regulation  ia 
endorsed  by  the  competent  Port  State  authority; 

(b)  agreement  has  been  reached  between  the  Afeinistration  and 
the  Oovernments  of  the  Port  Statea  referred  to  in  sub- 
paragraph (l)(a)  or  (b)  of  this  Regulation  concerning  the 
use  of  an  existing  oil  tanker  for  a specific  trade; 

(c)  the  adequacy  of  the  reception  facilities  in  accordance  with 
the  relevant  provisions  of  this  Annex  at  the  ports  or 
tarainals  referred  to  above,  for  the  purpose  of  this 
Regulation,  is  approved  by  the  Corerraunta  of  the  States 
Parties  to  the  present  protocol  within  which  such  ports  or 
terminals  are  situated;  and 

(d)  the  International  Oil  Pollution  Prevention  Certificate  is 
endorsed  to  the  effect  that  the  oil  tanker  is  solely  engaged 
in  such  specific  trade. 

(3)  Rvery  oil  tanker  engaged  in  a specific  trade  shall  be  provided  with 
a Supplement  to  the  Oil  Record  Book  referred  to  in  Regulation  20  of 
this  Annex  as  set  out  in  SupplMent  3 to  Appendix  III  of  this  Annex. 

The  SupplMent  shall  be  permanently  attached  to  the  Oil  Record  Book. 

Regulation  13D 

Existing  Oil  Tankers  Ravine  Special 
Ballast  Arrangements 

(1)  Where  an  existing  oil  tanker  is  so  constructed  or  operates  in 
such  a — -----  that  it  complies  at  all  times  with  the  draught  and 
trim  requirements  sat  out  in  Regulation  13(2)  of  this  Annex  without 
recourse  to  the  use  of  ballast  water,  it  shall  be  deemed  to  comply 
with  the  segregated  ballast  tank  requirements  referred  to  in 
Regulation  13(T)  of  this  Annex,  provided  that  all  of  the  following 
conditions  are  complied  with: 
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(a)  operational  procedures  and  ballast  arrangements  are 
approved  by  the  Ateinistration; 

(b)  i|r«nnt  ia  reached  between  the  A^inistration  and  the 
Omarwautt  of  the  Port  Statea  Parties  to  the  preaent 
Protocol  concerned  when  the  draught  and  tria  requirement s 
are  achieved  through  an  operational  procedure;  and 

(c)  the  International  Oil  Pollution  Prevention  Certificate  ia 
endoraed  to  the  effect  that  the  oil  tanker  ia  operating 
with  apecial  ballaat  arrangements . 

(?)  In  no  caae  ahall  ballaat  water  be  carried  in  oil  tanks  except  on 
those  rare  voyages  when  weather  conditions  are  so  severe  that,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  aaster,  it  ia  necessary  to  carry  additional  ballaat 
water  in  cargo  tanks  for  the  safety  of  the  ship.  Such  additional 
ballast  water  ahall  be  processed  and  discharged  in  compliance  with 
Regulation  9 of  this  Annex  and  in  accordance  with  the  requiresmnts  of 
Regulation  1$  of  this  Annex,  and  entry  shall  be  aade  in  the  Oil  Record 
Book  referred  to  in  Regulation  20  of  this  Annex. 

(3)  An  Adainistration  which  has  endorsed  a Certificate  in  accordance 
with  sub-paragraph  (1 ) (c ) of  this  Regulation  shall  ccamunicate  to  the 
Organisation  the  particulars  thereof  for  circulation  to  the  Parties  to 
the  present  Protocol. 


Regulation  13X 

Protective  location  of  Segregated  Ballaat  Spaces 

(1)  In  every  new  crude  oil  tanker  of  20,000  tons  deadweight  and  above 
and  every  new  product  carrier  of  30,000  tons  deadweight  and  above,  the 
segregated  ballast  tanks  required  to  provide  the  capacity  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  Regulation  13  of  this  Annex  which  are  located 
within  the  cargo  tank  length,  shall  he  arranged  in  accordance  with 
the  requirements  of  paragraphs  (2),  (3)  and  (k)  of  this  Regulation 
to  provide  a measure  of  protection  against  oil  outflow  in  the  event 
of  grounding  or  collision. 
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(2)  Segregated  htllut  tanks  and  spaces  other  than  oil  tanks  within 
the  cargo  tank  length  (1^)  shall  be  so  arranged  as  to  comply  with  the 
following  requirement : 

*P*c  ♦2P*t>  J[L^.  (B  ♦ 2D)] 

where:  PA^  » the  side  shell  area  in  square  metres  for  each 
segregated  ballast  tank  or  space  other  than  an 
oil  tank  based  on  projected  moulded  dimensions, 

PA#  • the  bottom  shell  area  in  square  metres  for  e>  ' 
such  tank  or  space  based  on  projected  mould 
dimensions, 

■ length  in  metres  between  the  forward  and  i 
extremities  of  the  cargo  tanks, 

B a mariw  breadth  of  the  ship  in  metres  as  defined 
in  Regulation  1(21)  of  this  Annex, 

D • moulded  depth  in  metres  measured  vertically  from  the 
top  of  the  keel  to  the  top  of  the  freeboard  deck 
beam  at  side  amidships.  In  ships  having  rounded 
gunwales,  the  moulded  depth  shall  be  measured  to 
the  point  of  intersection  of  the  moulded  lines  of 
the  deck  and  side  shell  plating,  the  lines  extending 
as  though  the  gunwale  were  of  angular  design, 

J • 0.U5  for  oil  tankers  of  20,000  tons  deadweight 

0.30  for  oil  tankers  of  200,000  tons  deadweight  and 
above,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (3) 
of  this  Regulation. 

For  intermediate  values  of  deadweight  the  value  of 
"J"  shall  be  determined  by  linear  interpolation. 

Whenever  symbols  given  in  this  paragraph  appear  is  this  Regulation, 
they  have  the  meaning  as  defined  in  this  paragraph. 


(3)  Mr  tankers  of  200,000  ton*  dsadwei^it  and  abort  th*  value  of 
"J"  My  b*  reduced  as  follows: 


" J - (*  - or  °* 


2 whichever  is  greater 


whsrs:  a ■ 0.23  for  oil  tanksra  of  200,000  tons  deadweight 
a ■ O.kO  tor  oil  tanker*  of  300,000  tons  deateeight 

a >0.30  tor  oil  tankers  of  120,000  tons  deadweight 
and  above , 

fbr  intermediate  value*  of  deadweight  the  value  of  "a" 
shall  b*  determined  by  linear  interpolation. 

0c  ■ as  defined  in  Regulation  23(  1 ) ( a)  of  this  Annex, 

0(  w as  defined  in  Regulation  23(l)(b)  of  this  Annex, 

0^  " th*  allowable  oil  outflow  a*  required  by 
Regulation  2k(2)  of  this  Annex. 

(1)  In  th*  determination  of  "PA  ” and  "PA  " for  segregated  ballast 

c ■ 

tanks  and  spaces  other  than  oil  tanks  th*  following  shall  apply: 

(a)  the  minimum  width  of  each  wing  tank  or  space  either  of  which 
extends  for  th*  full  depth  of  the  ship's  side  or  from  th* 
deok  to  th*  top  of  the  double  bottom  shall  be  not  less  than 
2 metres.  Th*  width  shall  be  measured  inboard  from  the 
ship's  aid*  at  ri^t  angles  to  the  centre  line.  Where  a 
lsassr  width  is  provided  the  wing  tank  or  space  shall  not 

be  taken  into  accouit  when  calculating  th*  protecting  area 

"PA  and 

c 

(b)  th*  minimis  vertical  depth  of  each  double  bottom  tank  or 
space  shall  be  B/13  or  2 metres,  whichever  is  the  lesser. 
Where  a lsassr  depth  is  provided  th*  bottom  tank  or  spare 
shall  not  be  taken  into  accotmt  when  calculating  the 
protecting  area  "PA(". 

Th*  minimis  width  and  depth  of  wing  tanka  and  double  bottom  tanks 
shall  be  measured  clear  of  th*  bilge  area  and,  in  the  case  of  minimus 
width,  shall  be  measured  clear  of  any  rouided  guiwale  area. 
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Regulation  Ik  - lk>  chinn 


tabulation  15 

In  the  existing  tart  of  thia  Regulation.  delete  reference  to  "U97J)" 


in  relation  to  the  International  Oil  Pollution  Prevention  Qertjfi<;»te. 

Regulations  16  and  IT  - lk>  change 


Regulation  18 


f iM-  Piping  anf  Discharge  Arrangements  of 
Oil  Tania  ra 


Paragraphs  (l)  to  (k)  - Bo  change 

Tha  following  paragraph  a are  added  to  tha  abating  tent: 

(5)  every  new  oil  tanker  required  to  be  provided  with  segregated 
ballaat  tanka,  or  fitted  with  a crude  oil  waahing  ayatea  ahall  coaply 
with  the  following  requireaente: 

(a) 


(b) 


it  ahall  be  equipped  with  oil  piping  ao  designed  and 
inetalled  eueh  that  oil  retention  in  the  linea  ia 
ainiaited;  and 

aaan a ahall  be  provided  to  drain  all  cargo  puaps  and  all 
oil  linea  at  the  co^iletion  of  cargo  diacharge,  where 
neceaaary  by  connexion  to  a atripping  device.  The  line  and 
pfp  draininga  ahall  be  capable  of  being  diacharged  both 
aahore  and  to  a cargo  tank  or  a alop  tank.  For  diacharge 
aahore  a special  a nail  diaaeter  line  ahall  be  provided  for 
that  purpose  and  connected  outboard  of  the  ahip'a  aanifold 
valves. 

(6)  Every  existing  crude  oil  carrier  required  to  be  provided  with 
segregated  ballast  tanka,  or  fitted  with  a crude  oil  washing  ayatea 
or  operated  with  dedicated  clean  ballast  tanks,  ahall  coaply  with 
the  provisions  of  paragraph  (5)(b)  of  thia  Regulation. 


Regulation  19  - Bo  change 
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.in.. 


(full  desi^iaticn  of  the  eointry) 

by  

(full  detifiation  of  the  competent  person  or  organisation  authorised 
\mder  the  provisions  of  the  Protocol  of  1978  Relating  to  the 
International  Contention  for  the  Pretention  of  Pollution  fron 
Ships,  1973) 


Type  of  ship: 


Crude  oil  tanker* 

Product  carrier* 

Crude  oil /product  carrier* 

Ship  other  than  an  oil  tanker  with  cargo  tanks  coning  tnder 
Regulation  2(2)  of  Annex  I of  the  Protocol* 

Ship  other  than  any  of  the  ahote* 

Date  of  building  or  najor  contortion  contract  

Date  on  which  keel  was  laid  or  ship  was  at  a siailar  stage  of 
construction  or  on  which  najor  contortion  was  coaenced 

Date  of  delitery  or  coapletion  of  najor  conversion  


- ao 


PUS  A ALL  8UP8 

The  ship  la  equipped  with: 

for  ahipa  of  kOO  tons  gross  tonnage  and  abort: 

(a)  oily -water  aepareting  equipaent*  (capable  of 
producing  affluaot  with  an  oil  content  net 
exceeding  100  parta  par  Billion) 

(b)  as  oil  filtering  ayataa*  (eapabla  of  producing 
affluaot  with  ao  oil  eeoteat  not  azcaading  100 
parta  par  Billion) 

for  ahipa  of  10,000  tana  groaa  tonnage  and  abort: 

(e)  an  oil  diachargt  Monitoring  and  control  ayataa* 
(additional  to  (a)  or  (b)  abort)  or 

(d)  oily-water  a operating  equipment  and  an  oil 
filttring  ayataa*  (eapabla  of  producing 
affluent  with  an  oil  content  not  axe ceding 
1$  parta  par  Billion)  in  lieu  of  (a)  or  (b) 

abort. 

Particulars  of  raquiraatnta  from  which  exception  is  granted  under 
Regulation  2(2)  and  2(b)(a)  of  Annex  I of  the  Protocol: 


naaarka: 


* Delate  as  appropriate . 
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jtiaCBMBi  ftw  ship** 

This  Is  to  certify  thst  this  ship  hss  now  bssn  so  equipped  ss  to 
co^xly  with  ths  requirement*  of  tbs  Protocol  of  1978  feinting  to  ths 
Intsrnstioonl  Convention  Tor  ths  Prevention  of  Pollution  fro*  Ships, 
1973,  ns  relating  to  existing  ships** 

8ipisi  

( Si  mature  of  duly  suthorissd  officisl) 

Pises  

Dots  

(8**1  or  stas^  of  ths  Authority,  as  appropriate ) 


| 


I — 

* This  entry  need  not  be  reproduced  on  a Certificate  other  than  the 
first  Csrtifieate  issued  to  eny  ship. 

**  The  period  after  ths  entry  into  force  of  ths  Protocol  within  which 
oily-water  separating  equipment,  oil  discharge  control  systsns,  oil 
filtering  aystens  and/or  slop  tank  arrangements  oust  be  provided  is 
set  out  in  fegulatione  13A(3),  13(1)  end  16(H)  of  Annex  I of  the 
Protocol. 


I 
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Carrying  Capacity 
of  Ship 
<n3) 

Dsadwsl^t 
of  8hip 
(metric  tens) 

EH 

It  is  certified  that  this  ship  is  constructed  and  equipped,  and  Bust 
operate , in  accordance  with  the  following: 

X.  This  ship  is: 


(a)  required  to  be  constructed  according  to  and  complies  with** 

(b)  not  required  to  be  constructed  according  to** 

(c)  not  required  to  be  constructed  according  to,  but  collies 
with** 

the  requirements  of  Regulation  2k  of  Annex  I of  the  Protocol. 

2.  This  ship  is: 

(a)  required  to  be  constructed  according  to  and  complies  with** 

(b)  not  required  to  be  constructed  according  to** 

the  requirewts  of  Regulation  13K  of  Annex  I of  the  Protocol. 


* This  Part  should  be  completed  for  oil  tankers  including  coahination 
carriers,  and  those  entries  which  are  applicable  should  be  completed 
for  a hi pa  other  than  oil  tankers  which  are  constructed  and  utilised 
to  cany  oil  in  bulk  of  an  aggregate  capacity  of  200  cubic  metres 
or  above. 

**  Delete  as  appropriate. 
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Ifcia  ahip  ia: 

(a)  required  to  b«  provided  with  eegregated  hallaat  tanka 
according  to,  and  cogpliea  with* 

(h)  not  required  to  bo  prowl dad  with  segregated  ballaat  tanka 
according  to* 

(c)  not  required  to  bo  provided  with  segregated  ballaat  tanka 

* 

according  to,  but  complies  with* 

(d)  in  accordance  with  Regulation  13C  or  13D  of  Annex  I of  the 
Protocol,  and  aa  apecified  ia  Part  C of  thie  Certificate, 

exerted  froa* 

the  requiroaenta  of  Regulation  13  of  Annax  I of  the  Protocol 

(e)  fitted  with  a cargo  tank  cleaning  eyatan  uaing  crude  oil 
waahing  in  accordance  with  the  proviaiona  of  Regulation  13B 
of  Annex  I of  the  Protocol,  in  lieu  of  being  provided  with 

segregated  ballaat  tanka* 

(f)  provided  with  dedicated  clean  ballaat  tanka  in  accordance 
with  the  proviaiona  of  Regulation  13A  of  Annex  I of  the 
Protocol,  in  lieu  of  being  either  provided  vith  aegregated 
ballaat  tanka  or  fitted  with  a cargo  tank  cleaning  eysten 
uaing  crude  oil  waahing* 


Delete  aa  appropriate. 
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*•  Ibia  ship  is: 

<•>  inquire  to  b.  fitt.d  with  a cargo  teak  clening  v,tn 
u»i«*  crude  oil  washing  according  to,  and  co^li.s  with* 

(b)  not  rotuirod  to  b.  fitt.d  with  a cargo  tank  cleaning 
ayataa  uaing  crud.  oil  washing  according  to* 


tha  i«quii 
Protocol. 


at.  of  Regulation  13(6)  of  Annex  1 of  th. 


»•  **gr*gat.d  ballast  tanks  irt  distribute  as  follows: 


This  ship  i.  operating  with  delete  cl.an  ballast  tanks  «sitil 
in  aceordanc.  with  th.  muir.»nt.  of  H.gulation  13A  of 
Ann.*  I of  th.  Protocol. 

Th.  delete  clean  ballet  tank.  arc  d.sign.te  as  follows: 


• Dslsts  ss  appropriate. 

••  Delete  if  not  applicable. 
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This  i»  to  certify  that  this  ship  has  bssn  supplied  with: 


(a)  a valid  Dedicated  Clean  Ballast  Tank  Operation  Hm»»1 
in  accordance  with  Regulation  13A  of  Annex  I of  the 


Protocol* 


(b)  a valid  Operations  and  Equipment  Manual  for  Crude  Oil 
Mashing  in  accordance  with  Regulation  13B  of  Annex  I 
of  the  Protocol** 


Identification  of  the  valid  Manual 


Sifted: 


(Sifiature  of  duly  authorised  official) 


(Seal  or  stanp  of  the  Authority,  as  appropriate) 


Identification  of  the  valid  Manual 


(Signature  of  duly  authorised  official) 


(Seal  or  stanp  of  the  Authority,  as  appropriate) 


• Delete  if  not  applicable. 


*•  Delete  ae  appropriate. 


>*•"■-**5*1 


- 26  - 

pah  c nag new* 

this  ia  to  certify  that  thie  chip  la: 

(a)  eolely  la  trade  between  

*•*  la  accordance  with 

Regulation  13C  of  tanas  I of  the  Protocol**}  or 

(b)  operating  with  special  bailee t arrangaaente  in  accordance 
*ith  Regulation  130  of  Annex  I of  the  Protocol** 

and  ia  therefore  exacted  fron  the  requireaenta  of  Regulation  13 
of  Annex  I of  the  Protocol. 

1 


Sigied 

(Sigiature  of  duly 
authorised  official) 

Place  

Bate  

(Beal  or  etaap  of  the  Authority,  at  appropriate) 


• Delate  if  not  applicable. 
H Delete  aa  appropriate. 
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ms n m atmru 

That  tha  ship  hu  been  surveyed  in  accordance  with  Regulation  U 
of  Annex  I of  the  Protocol  of  1978  Relating  to  the  Intenational 
Coo  went!  on  fbr  the  Prevention  of  Pollution  fron  Ship*,  19T3. 
concerning  the  prevention  of  pollution  by  oil;  and 

that  the  eurvey  above  that  the  etructure,  equipment,  aye teas , 
fit  tinge , arrangeaent  and  aaterial  of  the  ahip  and  the  condition 
thereof  are  in  all  respects  satisfactory  and  that  the  ship 
coavliea  with  the  applicable  requireaents  of  Annex  I of  that 
Protocol. 

This  Certificate  is  valid  in  til  

subject  to  in te mediate 

aurvey(s)  at  intervals  of  

Issued  at  

(Place  of  issue  of  Certificate) 


19 

(Signature  of  duly  authorised 
official) 

(Seal  or  staap  of  the  Authority,  as  appropriate) 


laJ 


t*  to  the  Oil  He  CO 


rom  of  supplewrt  to  oil  record  book  tor 

OIL  TAKERS  OPERATED  WITH  DEDICATED 
CLEAR  BALLAST  TARES* 


Distinctive  maber  or  letters  

Ibtal  cargo  carrying  capacity  cubic  Metres 

Tbtal  dedicated  clean  ballast  capacity  cubic  Metres 

The  following  tanks  are  designated  as  dedicated  clean  ballast  tanks : 


Tank 

Voliae  (m3) 

Tank 

Voliaw  (m3) 

I:  The  periods  covered  by  the  Sigiplenent  should  be  consistent  with 
the  periods  covered  by  the  Oil  Record  Book. 


This  Sigipleaent  should  be  attached  to  the  Oil  Record  Book  fbr 
oil  tankers  operating  with  dedicated  clean  ballast  tanks  in 
accordance  with  Regulation  13A  of  Annex  I of  the  Protocol  of  1978 
Relating  to  the  International  Convention  for  the  Prevention  of 
Pollution  froM  Ships « 1973.  Other  info  nation  as  required  should 
be  entered  in  the  Oil  Record  Book. 


107. 


Identity  of  tank(e) 


108. 


Date,  tin*  and  position  of  >hip| 
nt  start  of  diecharz  of  clean 
ballaat  (a)  to  eea,  or  (t>)  into) 
reception  facility 


109. 


Gate,  tine  and  position  or  ship) 
upon  collation  of  discharge  to] 

sea 


no. 


Quantity  discharged  (a)  to  sea, 
or  (b)  into  reception  facility 


111. 


Was  the  ballast  water  checked 
for  oil  contamination  before 
dischargeT 


112. 


Was  the  discharge  monitored 
during  discharge  by  an  oil 
content  aeterT 


113. 


Was  there  any  indication  of 
oil  contamination  of  the 
ballaat  water  before  or 
during  dischargeT 


llU. 


Date  and  position  of  ship  when 
puap  and  lines  were  flushed 
after  loading 


115. 


Date,  tiae  and  position  of  shipj 
when  (a)  valves  to  slop  tank, 

(b)  valves  to  cargo  tanka, 

(c)  other  valves  affecting  the 
clean  ballast  aystea  were 
closed 


l6. 


Quantity  of  polluted  water 
transferred  to  slop  tank(a). 
(Identify  slop  tank(a)) 


The  undersized  certifies  that,  in  addition  to  the  above,  all  sea  valves 
overboard  discharge  valves,  cargo  tank  and  pipeline  connexions  and 
connexions  between  tanks  or  inter-tank  connexions,  were  secured  on 
co^letion  of  discharge  of  clean  ballast  and  that  the  pump(s)  and 
pipes  desizeted  for  clean  ballast  operations  were  properly  cleaned  upon 
collet  ion  of  discharge  of  clean  ballast. 


Date  of  entry  Officer  in  charge 

(tester  


X 


JO***  yWMW  TO  OIL  mCORD  BOOK  TOM  CHUBB  OIL  ■ 

onumw  vn  a camo  hb  cliaiimo  pnxxdurs 

UUN  CHUBB  OIL  NAOTBO* 


hM  of  ihip 

Dietinctiee  nvaBter  or  letters  

Tbtel  cerao  csrryin*  capacity  cubic 

Voyage  from to  

(Port(e))  (Ante)  '(pirtfsij (Ante)*’* 


M0«8:  The  perioAs  core  red  by  the  sigtpleasnt  sboulA  be  consistent 
vith  tbs  perioAs  core  red  tor  tbs  Oil  Record  Boob. 

The  cerao  tanks  erode  oil  washed  should  be  those  laid  down 
in  the  iterations  and  Equipment  Mtnml  required  by 
Regulation  13B(S)(a)  of  the  Protocol. 

A separate  coluno  should  be  used  for  each  tank  washed  or 
water  rineed. 


(A)  Crude  oil  washing 


201. 

Date  when  and  port  when 
crude  oil  washing  was 
carried  out  or  ship's 
position  if  carried  out 
between  two  discharge 
ports 

202. 

Identity  of  tank(s) 
washed  (see  Rote  1) 

203. 

Hunber  of  aachines 
in  use 

20b. 

Cowsenced  washing 

(a)  date  and  tine 

(b)  ullage 

205. 

Washing  pattern 
eaployed  (see  Rote  2) 

206. 

Washing  line  pressure 

207. 

Co  dieted  or  stopped 
washing 

(a)  date  and  tiae 

(b)  ullage 

208. 

Reaarke 

the  tanka  were  washed  in  accordance  with  pro  graves  given  in  the 
Operations  and  Equipment  Manual  (see  Rote  3)  and  confined  dry  on 
collet  ion. 

Date  of  entry  Officer  in  charge  

Master  


Rote  1 When  an  individual  tank  has  acre  aachines  than  can  be  operated 
siaultaneoualy , as  described  in  the  Operations  and  Bquipaent 
Mutual,  then  the  section  being  crude  oil  washed  should  be 
identified,  e.g.  Ho. 2 centre,  forward  section. 

Rote  2 In  accordance  with  the  Operations  and  Equipment  ton uni , enter 
whether  single-stage  or  aulti-stage  Method  of  washing  is 
employed.  If  aulti-stage  aethod  is  used,  give  the  vertical 
arc  covered  by  the  Machines  and  the  niadrer  of  tiaes  that  arc 
is  covered  for  that  particular  stage  of  the  programs. 

Rote  3 If  the  progresses  given  in  the  Operations  and  Equipaent  Manual 
are  not  followed,  then  details  Muat  be. given  wider  Renarks. 


209. 


2X0. 


211. 


Date  and  position  of 

ship  vhtn  rinsing  or 

flushing  was  carried! 
out 


Identity  of  tank(s) 
and  date 


Voluae  of  water  used! 


212. 


Transferred  to: 

(a)  reception 
facilities 

(b)  slop  tank(s) 
(identify  slop 
tank(s)) 


Date  of  entry 


Officer  in  charge 
Master  


- 


Swl—tt  3 

POM  OP  8WPLBOT  TO  OIL  RSOORD  BOOK 
PDF  OIL  TABKBBB  BOMZD  IB 

sracmc  trams* 


I aae  of  ship 

Distinctive  outer  or  letters  

7b tel  cargo  carrying  capacity  cubic  aetres 

Total  ballast  eater  capacity 
required  for  compliance  with 
Regulation  13(2)  and  (3)  of 

Annex  I of  the  Protocol  cubic  aetres 

Voyage  a fron to 

(Port(s))  (Port(s)) 


B01B:  The  periods  covered  by  the  Suppleaent  should  be  consistent 
with  the  periods  covered  by  the  Oil  Record  Book. 


* This  Suppleaent  should  be  attached  to  the  Oil  Record  Book  for  oil 
tankers  enpiged  in  specific  trades  in  accordance  with  Regulation  13C 
of  Annex  I of  the  Protocol  of  1976  Relating  to  the  International 
Convention  for  the  Prevention  of  Pollution  froa  Ships,  1973,  and 
is  intended  to  replace  Sections  (d),  (f),  (g)  and  (i)  of  the  Oil 
Record  Book.  Other  info  nation  required  should  be  entered  in  the 
Oil  Record  Book. 


(A) 


301. 

Identity  of  tank(a) 
ballasted 

302. 

Date  and  position  of 
ship  when  ballasted 

303. 

Total  quantity  of 
ballast  loaded  in 
cubic  Mtres 

30A. 

Method  of  calculating 
ballast  quantity 

305. 

Reaarks 

306. 

Date  and  signature  of 
officer  in  charge 

307. 

Date  and  signature  of 

(B)  Be-al location  of  ballast  water  within  the  shi 


308.  Reason  fbr 

re-allocation 


309.  Date  and  signature  of 
officer  in  charge 


310.  Date  and  signature  of 

Master 


2 


* 
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(C)  IkUMt  water  discharae  to  reception  facility 


h 

I i 


311 . 


Date  and  port(a) 
where  ballast 
water  was 
discharged 


312.  Naae  or  desi^iation 
of  reception 
facility 


313.  Ttotal  quantity  of 
ballast  water 
discharged  in 
cubic  nctres 


311t. 


Method  of  calculating 
ballast  quantity 


315. 


Date  and  sifiature  of 
officer  in  charge 


316. 


Date  and  si^iature  of 
Master 


31T.  Date,  si^iature  and 
etaap  of  port 
authority  official 
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ANNEX  II 


REGULATIONS  FOR  THE  CONTROL  OF  POLLUTION  BY 
BOXIOUB  LIQUID  8UBSTAICES  II  BULK 

Bo  change 


ABBZX  III 


REGULATIONS  FOR  THE  PHBVEBTION  OF  POLLUTION  BY  HAWPUL 
SUBSTANCES  CARRIED  BY  SEA  IB  PACKAGED  FORMS,  OR  IB 
FREIGHT  CONTAINERS,  PORTABLE  TABES  OR  ROAD  AMD 
RAIL  TARE  WA00B8 

Bo  eb«p«e 


ARBEX  IV 


REGULATIONS  FOR  THE  PREVENTION  OF 
POLLUTION  BY  SEWAGE  FROM  SHIPS 

Bo  change 


ANNEX  V 

REGULATIONS  FOR  THE  PREVENTION  OF 
POLLUTION  BY  GARBAGE  FROM  SHIPS 

Bo  ch«n«e 
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Certified  true  copy  of  the  English  text  of  the  Protocol 
of  1978  relating  to  the  International  Convention  for  the 
Prevention  of  Pollution  from  Ships.  1973  done  at 
London  on  17  February  1978,  the  original  of  which  is 
deposited  with  the  Secretary-General  of  the  Inter- 
Govemmental  Maritime  Consultative  Organization. 


For  the  Secretary-General  of  the  Inter-Governmental 
Maritime  Consultative  Organization: 


APPEND fX  8 


PROTOCOL  OF  1978  RELATING  TO  THE 
INTERNATIONAL  CONVENTION  FOR  THE 
SAFETY  OF  LIFE  AT  SEA,  1974 
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PROTOCOL  OF  1976  RELATING  TO  THE  HTHOUTIOHAL  CONVDTnON 
FOR  THE  SAFETY  OF  LIFE  AT  SEA,  1974 


1 


THE  PARTIES  TO  THE  PRESEET  PROTOCOL, 

BEING  PARTIES  to  the  International  Convention  for  the  Safety  of 
Life  At  See,  1974,  done  At  London  on  1 November  1974, 

RECOGNIZING  the  significant  contribution  vhich  can  be  mde  by  the 
Above-mentioned  Convention  to  the  promotion  of  the  sefety  of  ships  And 
property  At  seA  And  the  lives  of  persons  on  board, 

RECOGNIZING  ALSO  the  need  to  i^irove  further  the  safety  of  ships, 
particularly  tankers, 

CONSIDERING  that  this  objective  may  best  be  achieved  by  the 
conclusion  of  a Protocol  relating  to  the  International  Convention  for 
the  Safety  of  Life  at  Sea,  1974, 

HAVE  AGREED  as  follows : 


ARTICLE  I 

General  Obligations 

The  Parties  to  the  present  Protocol  undertake  to  give  efTect  to 
the  provisions  of  the  present  Protocol  and  the  Annex  hereto  which  shall 
constitute  an  integral  part  of  the  present  Protocol.  Every  reference 
to  the  present  Protocol  constitutes  at  the  same  time  a reference  to  the 
Annex  hereto. 
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ARTICLE  II 
Application 

1.  The  provisions  of  Articles  II,  III  (other  than  paragraph  (a)), 

IV,  VI(b) , (c)  and  (d),  VII  and  VIII  of  the  International  Convention 
for  the  Safety  of  Life  at  Sea,  197**  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  "the 
Convention")  are  incorporated  in  the  present  Protocol,  provided  that 
references  in  those  Articles  to  the  Convention  and  to  Contracting 
Governments  shall  be  taken  to  mean  references  to  the  present  Protocol 
and  to  the  Parties  to  the  present  Protocol,  respectively. 

2.  Any  ship  to  which  the  present  Protocol  applies  shall  cosily  with 
the  provisions  of  the  Convention,  subject  to  the  modifications  and 
additions  set  out  in  the  present  Protocol. 

3.  With  respect  to  the  ships  of  ncn-pnrtiep  to  the  Convention  and 
the  present  Protocol,  the  Parties  to  the  present  Protocol  shall  apply 
the  requirements  of  the  Convention  and  the  present  Protocol  as  may  be 
necessary  to  ensure  that  no  more  favourable  treatment  is  given  to  such 
ships. 

ARTICLE  III 

Connication  of  Information 

The  Parties  to  the  present  Protocol  undertake  to  communicate  to, 
and  deposit  with,  the  Secretary-General  of  the  Inter- Governmental 
Maritime  Consultative  Organisation  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  "the 
Organisation"),  a list  of  nominated  surveyors  or  recognised 
organisations  which  are  authorised  to  act  on  their  behalf  in  the 
administration  of  measures  for  safety  of  life  at  sea  for  circulation 
to  the  Parties  for  information  of  their  officers.  Ihe  Administration 
shall  therefore  notify  the  Organisation  of  the  specific  responsibilities 
and  conditions  of  the  authority  delegated  to  the  nominated  surveyors  or 
recognised  organisations. 
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ARTICLE  IV 

Signature.  Ratification.  Acceptance.  Approval 
and  Acceasion 

1.  Die  present  Protocol  shall  be  open  for  sipiature  at  the  Head- 
quarters of  the  Organisation  from  1 June  1978  to  1 March  1979  and  shall 
thereafter  remain  open  for  accession.  Subject  to  the  provisions  of 
paragraph  3 of  this  Article,  States  may  become  Parties  to  the  present 
Protocol  by: 

(a)  sign i.iure  without  reservation  as  to  ratification, 
acceptance  or  approval;  or 

(b)  signature  subject  to  ratification,  acceptance  or  approval, 
followed  by  ratification,  acceptance  or  approval;  or 

(c)  accession. 

2.  Ratification,  acceptance,  approval  or  accession  shall  be  effected 
by  the  deposit  of  an  instrument  to  that  effect  with  the  Secretary-General 
of  the  Organisation. 

3.  The  present  Protocol  may  be  signed  without  reservation,  ratified, 
accepted,  approved  or  acceded  to  only  by  States  which  have  sipied 
without  reservation,  ratified,  accepted,  approved  or  acceded  to  the 
Convention. 


ARTICLE  V 
Bitry  into  force 

1.  Hie  present  Protocol  shall  enter  into  force  six  months  after  the 
date  on  which  not  less  than  fifteen  States,  the  corisined  merchant 
fleets  of  which  constitute  not  less  than  fifty  per  cent  of  the  gross 
tonnage  of  the  world's  merchant  shipping,  have  become  Parties  to  it  in 
accordance  with  Article  IV  of  the  present  Protocol,  provided  however 
that  the  present  Protocol  shall  not  enter  into  force  before  the 
Convention  has  entered  into  force. 

2.  Any  instrment  of  ratification,  acceptance,  approval  or  accession 
deposited  after  the  date  on  which  the  present  Protocol  ■ nters  into 
force  shall  take  effect  three  months  after  the  date  of  deposit. 
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3.  After  the  date  on  which  an  amendment  to  the  present  Protocol  ia 
deeaed  to  hare  been  accepted  under  Article  VIII  of  the  Convention,  any 
instrument  of  ratification,  acceptance,  approval  or  accession  deposited 
shall  apply  to  the  present  Protocol  as  amended. 

ARTICLE  VI 
Denunciation 

1.  Die  present  Protocol  nay  he  denounced  by  any  Party  at  any  tine 
after  the  expiry  of  five  years  fron  the  date  on  which  the  present 
Protocol  enters  into  force  for  that  Party. 

2.  Denunciation  shall  be  effected  by  the  deposit  of  an  instrument  of 
denunciation  with  the  Secretary-General  of  the  Organization. 

3.  A denunciation  shall  take  effect  one  year,  or  such  longer  period 
as  nay  be  specified  in  the  instrument  of  denunciation,  after  its 
receipt  by  the  Secretary-General  of  the  Organization. 

U.  A denunciation  of  the  Convention  by  a Party  shall  be  deeaed  to  be 
a denunciation  of  the  present  Protocol  by  that  Party. 

ARTICLE  VII 
Depositary 

1.  Die  present  Protocol  shall  be  deposited  with  the  Secretary-General 
of  the  Organization  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  "the  Depositary"). 

2.  The  Depositary  shall: 

(a)  inform  all  States  which  have  signed  the  present  Protocol  or 
acceded  thereto  of: 

(i)  each  new  signature  cr  deposit  of  an  instrument  of 
ratification,  acceptance,  approval  or  accession, 
together  with  the  date  thereof; 

(ii)  the  date  of  entry  into  force  of  the  present  Protocol; 

(iii)  the  deposit  of  any  instrument  of  denunciation  of  the 
present  Protocol  together  with  the  date  on  which  it 
was  received  and  the  date  on  which  the  denunciation 
takes  effect; 
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(b)  transmit  certified  true  copiss  of  ths  present  Protocol  to  mil 
Stmts s which  hmvs  eipied  ths  prsssnt  Protocol  or  mcosdsd 
tbsrsto. 

3.  As  soon  ms  ths  prsssnt  Protocol  sntsrs  into  fores,  m certified 
trus  copy  thereof  shell  be  transmitted  by  ths  Depositary  to  ths 
Secratarimt  of  ths  Uhited  Rations  for  registration  end  publication  in 
accordance  with  Article  102  of  ths  Charter  of  ths  Ulited  Rations. 

ARTICLE  VIII 

the  prsssnt  Protocol  is  established  in  a single  original  in  ths 
Chinese,  English,  French,  Russian  and  Spanish  languages,  each  text 
being  squally  authentic.  Official  translations  in  the  Arabic,  Osman 
and  Italian  languages  shall  be  prepared  and  deposited  with  ths  si  pied 
original . 


IR  WITH  ESS  WHEREOF  the  wdersipied  being  duly  authorised  by  their 
respective  Governments  for  that  purpose  hare  si  pied  the  present  Protocol. 


DOPE  AT  ION  DOR  this  seventeenth  day  of  February  one  thousand 
nine  hundred  and  seventy-sight. 
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inspections  snd  surveys  either  to  surveyore  nominated  for  the  purpose 
or  to  organisations  recognised  by  it. 

(b)  The  Administration  shall  institute  arrangements  for  unscheduled 
inspections  to  be  carried  out  during  the  period  of  validity  of  the 
certificate.  Such  inspections  shall  ensure  that  the  ship  and  its 
equipment  remain  in  all  respects  satisfactory  for  the  service  for  which 
the  ship  is  intended.  These  inspections  may  be  carried  out  by  the 
Administration's  own  inspection  services,  or  by  nominated  surveyors,  or 
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by  recopiized  organizations,  or  by  other  Parties  upon  request  of  the 
Administration.  Where  the  Administration , under  the  provisions  of 
Regulations  8 and  10  of  this  Chapter,  establishes  mandatory  annual 
aurveya,  the  above  unscheduled  inspections  shall  not  be  obligatory. 

(c)  An  Administration  nominating  surveyors  or  recounting 
organisations  to  conduct  inspections  and  surveys  as  set  forth  in 
paragraphs  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  Regulation  shall  as  a minimum  empower 
any  nominated  surveyor  or  recognized  organization  to: 

(i)  require  repairs  to  a ship,  and 

(ii)  carry  out  inspections  and  surveys  if  requested  by  the 
appropriate  authorities  of  a Port  State. 

The  Administration  shall  notify  the  Organization  of  the  specific 
responsibilities  and  conditions  of  the  authority  delegated  to  nominated 
surveyors  or  recounted  organizations. 

(d)  When  a nominated  surveyor  or  recopii zed  organization  determines 
that  the  condition  of  the  ship  or  its  equipment  does  not  correspond 
substantially  with  the  particulars  of  the  certificate  or  is  such  that 
the  ship  is  not  fit  to  proceed  to  sea  without  danger  to  the  ship,  or 
persons  on  board,  such  surveyor  or  organization  shall  immediately  ensure 
that  corrective  action  is  taken  and  shall  in  due  course  notify  the 
Administration.  If  such  corrective  action  is  not  taken  the  relevant 
certificate  should  be  withdrawn  and  the  Administration  shall  be 
notified  iMediately;  and,  if  the  ship  is  in  the  port  of  another  Party, 
the  appropriate  authorities  of  the  Port  State  shall  also  be  notified 
inediately.  When  an  officer  of  the  Administration,  a nominated 
surveyor  or  recognized  organization  has  notified  the  appropriate 
authorities  of  the  Port  State,  the  Government  of  the  Port  State 
concerned  shall  give  such  officer,  surveyor  or  organization  any 
necessary  assistance  to  carry  out  their  obligations  ixider  this 
Regulation.  When  applicable,  the  Government  of  the  Port  State 
concerned  shall  ensure  that  the  ship  shall  not  sail  until  it  can 
proceed  to  sea,  or  leave  port  for  the  purpose  of  proceeding  to  the 
appropriate  repair  yard,  without  danger  to  the  ship  or  persons  on  board. 
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(•)  la  every  caae,  the  Administration  shall  fully  guarantee  the 
ca^leteness  and  efficiency  of  the  inspection  and  survey,  and  shall 
mdertake  to  ensure  the  necessary  arrangements  to  satisfy  this 
obligation. 

Regulation  7 

Surveys  of  Passenger  Ships 

lhc  existing  text  of  paragraph  (bHiii)  is  replaced  by  the  following: 

(iii)  A survey  either  general  or  partial,  according  to  the 

circumstances,  shall  be  made  after  a repair  resulting  from 
investigations  prescribed  in  Regulation  11  of  this  Chapter,  or 
whenever  any  important  repairs  or  renewals  are  made . me  survey 
shall  be  such  as  to  ensure  that  the  necessary  repairs  or  renewals 
have  been  effectively  made,  that  the  material  and  workmanship  of 
such  repairs  or  renewals  are  in  all  respects  satisfactory,  and 
that  the  ship  collies  in  all  respects  with  the  provisions  of 
the  Convention  and  the  present  Protocol  and  of  the  International 
Regulations  for  Preventing  Collisions  at  Sea  in  force,  and  of 
the  laws,  decrees,  orders  and  regulations  promulgated  as  a 
result  thereof  by  the  Administration. 

Regulation  8 

Surveys  of  Life-Saving  Appliances  and  other 
Equipment  of  Cargo  Ships 

The  existing  text  of  Regulation  8 is  replaced  by  the  following: 

(a)  The  life-saving  appliances,  except  a radiotelegraph  installation 
in  a motor  lifeboat  or  a portable  radio  apparatus  for  survival  craft, 
the  echo-so\>iding  device,  the  gyro-cospass , the  fire-extinguishing 
appliances  and  the  inert  gas  system  of  cargo  ships  to  which 
Chapters  II-l,  I 1-2,  III  and  V of  the  Convention  and  the  present 
Protocol  apply,  shall  be  subject  to  initial  and  subsequent  surveys 
as  prescribed  for  passenger  ships  in  Regulation  7 of  Chapter  I of 
the  Convention  and  the  present  Protocol  with  the  substitution  of 
2b  months  for  12  months  in  sub-paragraph  (a)(ii)  of  that  Regulation. 

Die  fire  control  plans  in  new  ships  and  the  pilot  ladders,  mechanical 
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pilot  hoists,  limits,  ahapaa  and  —ana  of  making  sound  sisals  earriad 
by  new  and  existing  abipa  a hall  ba  included  in  tha  survey*  fbr  tba 
purpoaa  of  ensuring  that  tbay  comply  fully  with  tba  requi  tenant*  of  tba 
Oonventioo  and  tba  praaant  Protocol  and,  whara  applicable,  tba 
International  Regulation*  for  Pra ranting  Colliaiona  at  Saa  in  fbrea. 

(b)  Inter— diata  eurveya  a ball  ba  made  for  tankara  of  tan  yeara  of  age 
and  over,  within  three  non  tha  before  or  after  tha  anni  vara  ary  data  of 
tba  Cargo  Ship  Safety  Equipment  Certificate,  to  enaure  that  equipment 
apecified  in  paragraph  (a)  of  thia  Regulation  has  bean  maintained  in 
accordance  with  Regulation  U of  thia  Chapter  and  that  it  ia  in  good 
working  condition.  Such  intermediate  surveys  ahall  ba  endoraed  on  tha 
Cargo  Ship  Safety  Equipment  Certificate  iaaued  in  accordance  with 
Regulation  12(a)(iii)  of  Chapter  I of  the  Convention. 

Regulation  10 

gjgreya  of  Hull,  jfcchiuerr  and  Equipment  of  Carmo  Ships 
3fee  .existing  text  of  Regulation  10  ia  replaced  by  the  following: 

(a)  The  hull,  machinery  and  equipment  (other  than  item*  in  reepect  of 
which  Cargo  Ship  Safety  Equipment  Certificatea,  Cargo  Ship  Safety  Radio- 
telegraphy Oertificatea  or  Cargo  Ship  Radiotelephony  Certificatea  are 
iaaued)  of  a cargo  ahip  ahall  be  surveyed  on  completion  and  thereafter 
in  auch  a manner  as  the  Administration  may  consider  necessary  in  order 
to  ensure  that  their  condition  is  in  all  respects  satisfactory  and  at 
the  following  intervals : 

(i)  at  intervals  apecified  hy  the  Administration  but  not 
exceeding  five  years  (periodical  aurraya ) ; 

(ii)  in  addition  to  auch  periodical  eurveya  a tanker  of  ten  years 
of  age  and  orar  ahall  tndergo  a minima*  of  on*  intermediate 
survey  during  the  period  of  validity  of  ita  Cargo  8hip  Safety 
Construction  Certificate.  In  caaea  where  only  on*  such 
intermediate  survey  ia  carried  out  in  any  one  certificate 
validity  period,  it  shall  be  held  not  before  aix  months  prior 
to,  nor  later  than  six  month*  after,  the  half-way  date  of  the 
certificate's  period  of  validity. 


8-10 


I 


(b)  The  initial  and  periodical  survey  shall  be  euch  u to  ensure  that 
the  arrangements , Mterial  and  scanUings  of  the  structure,  boilers  and 
other  pressure  vessels , their  appurtenances , main  and  auxiliary 
Mchinery  including  steering  gear  and  associated  control  systems, 
electrical  installation  and  other  equipment  are  in  all  respects 
satisfactory  for  the  service  for  which  the  ship  is  intended.  Such 
surveys  shall,  in  the  case  of  tankers,  also  include  inspection  of  the 
outside  of  the  ship’s  bottom,  piaqp  rooms,  cargo  and  b inker  piping 
aystew,  vent  piping,  pressure  vacuum  valves  and  flame  screens. 

(c)  The  intermediate  survey  of  tankers  of  ten  years  of  age  and  over 
shall  include  inspection  of  steering  gear  equipment  and  associated 
control  tyitea , pump  rooms , cargo  and  b inker  piping  systems  on  deck 

and  in  pimp  rooms,  vent  piping,  pressure  vacuum  valves  and  flame  screens, 
the  electrical  installations  in  dangerous  sones,  and  the  outside  of  the 
ship’s  bottom.  In  addition  to  the  visual  inspection  of  the  electrical 
installation,  the  insulation  resistance  of  the  electrical  equipment  in 
dangerous  sones  is  to  be  tested.  If,  \g>on  examination,  there  should  be 
any  toidit  as  to  the  condition  of  the  piping,  extra  measures,  such  as 
pressure  tests  and  thickness  determination,  shall  be  taken  as  necessary. 
Such  intermediate  surveys  shall  he  endorsed  on  the  Cargo  Ship  Safety 
Construction  Certificate  issued  in  accordance  with  Regulation  12(a)(ii) 
of  Chapter  I of  the  Convention. 

(d)  A survey,  either  general  or  partial  according  to  the  circimmtances , 
shall  be  made  when  required  after  an  investigation  prescribed  in 
Regulation  11  of  this  Chapter,  or  whenever  any  important  repairs  or 
renewals  are  made.  The  survey  shall  he  such  as  to  ensure  that  the 
necessary  repairs  or  renewals  have  been  effectively  made,  that  the 
material  and  vorkmnship  of  such  impairs  or  renewals  are  in  all 
respects  satisfactory , and  that  the  ship  is  fit  to  proceed  to  sea 
without  danger  to  the  ship  or  persons  on  board. 
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Regulation  IX 

t^lntsnance  of  Condition*  after  8\irrey 
P>e  existing  text  of  Regulation  IX  i»  replaced  by  th«  following! 

(a)  The  condition  of  the  ship  and  it*  equipment  ahaXX  b*  Maintained  to 
con fora  with  the  provision*  of  the  Convention  and  the  present  Protocol 
to  ansura  that  the  ship  in  all  reapects  will  ran* in  fit  to  proceed  to 
sea  without  danger  to  the  ship  or  persons  on  board. 

(b)  After  any  survey  of  the  ship  xmder  Regulations  6,  7,  8,  9 or  10  of 
Chapter  X of  the  Convention  and  the  present  Protocol  has  been  convicted, 
no  change  shall  be  aade  in  the  structural  arrangement , Machinery, 
equipment  and  other  iteas  covered  by  the  survey,  without  the  sanction 
of  the  Administration. 

(c)  Whenever  an  accident  occurs  to  a ship  or  a defect  is  discovered, 
either  of  which  affects  the  safety  of  the  ship  or  the  efficiency  or 
completeness  of  its  life-saving  appliances  or  other  equipaMnt,  the 
Master  or  owner  of  the  ship  shall  report  at  the  earliest  opportunity  to 
the  Administration,  the  nominated  surveyor  or  recounted  organisation 
responsible  for  issuing  the  relevant  certificate,  who  shall  cause 
investigations  to  be  initiated  to  determine  whether  a survey,  as 
required  by  Regulations  6,  7,  8,  9 or  10  of  Chapter  I of  the  Convention 
and  the  present  Protocol,  is  necessary.  If  the  ship  is  in  a port  of 
another  Party,  the  Master  or  owner  shall  also  report  iamediately  to  the 
appropriate  authorities  of  the  Port  State  and  the  nominated  surveyor 

or  recognised  organisation  shall  ascertain  that  such  a report  has  been 
Made. 


Regulation  lb 

Duration  and  Validity  of  Certificates 
The  existing  text  of  Regulation  lb  is  replaced  by  the  following: 

(a)  Certificates  other  than  the  Cargo  Ship  Safety  Construction 
Certificate,  the  Cargo  Ship  Safety  Equipment  Certificate  and  any 
Exemption  Certificate  shall  be  issued  for  a period  not  exceeding 
12  months.  The  Cargo  Ship  Safety  Construction  Certificate  shall  be 
issued  for  a period  not  exceeding  five  years.  The  Cargo  Ship  Safety 
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Equipment  Certificate  a hall  be  issued  for  * period  not  exceeding 
2k  Booths . Exemption  Certificate*  shell  not  be  eel  id  for  longer  then 
the  period  of  the  certificates  to  which  they  refer. 

(b)  lo  extension  of  the  fire -year  period  of  validity  of  the  Cargo 
Ship  Safety  Construction  Certificate  shell  be  permitted. 

(c)  If  a survey  takes  place  within  two  Booths  before  the  end  of  the 
period  for  which  a Cargo  Ship  Safety  Radiotelegraphy  Certificate  or  a 
Cargo  Ship  Safety  Radiotelephony  Certificate  issued  in  respect  of  cargo 
ships  of  300  tone  gross  tonnage  and  upwards , but  less  than  $00  tons 
pose  tonnage,  was  originally  issued,  that  certificate  any  be  with- 
drawn, and  a new  certificate  may  be  issued  which  shall  expire  12  Booths 
after  the  end  of  the  said  period. 

(d)  If  the  ship  at  the  tins  when  a certificate,  other  than  that 
referred  to  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  Regulation,  expire*  is  not  in  a 
port  of  the  country  in  which  it  is  registered  or  is  to  be  surveyed,  the 
Administration  nay  extend  the  certificate,  but  such  extension  shall  be 
granted  only  for  the  purpose  of  allowing  the  ship  to  collate  its 
voyage  to  the  country  in  which  it  is  registered  or  is  to  he  surveyed, 
and  then  only  in  cases  where  it  appears  proper  and  reasonable  to  do  so. 

(e)  Eo  certificate  shall  be  extended  vxider  the  provisions  of 
paragraph  (d)  of  this  Regulation  for  a longer  period  than  five  months , 
and  a ship  to  which  an  extension  is  granted  shall  not,  on  its  arrival 
in  the  country  in  which  it  is  registered  or  the  port  in  which  it  is  to 
be  surveyed,  be  entitled  by  virtue  of  such  extension  to  leave  that  port 
or  country  without  having  obtained  a new  certificate. 

(f)  A certificate,  other  than  that  referred  to  in  paragraph  (b)  of 
this  Regulation,  which  has  not  been  extended  uader  the  foregoing 
provisions  of  this  Regulation,  nay  be  extended  by  the  Administration 
for  a period  of  grace  up  to  one  montk  from  the  date  of  expiry  stated 
on  it. 

(g)  A certificate  shedl  cease  to  be  valid: 

(i)  if  the  inspections  and  surveys  are  not  carried  out  within 
the  periods  specified  \xufcr  Regulations  T(a),  6,  9 and  10(a) 
of  Chapter  I of  the  Convention  end  the  present  Protocol  or 
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•*  bhey  any  have  btw  ixtulii  in  tccordtoci  vith 
pnrncrnph*  (d),  (•)  or  (f)  of  this  tegulation,  or 

(ii)  upon  truiftr  of  the  ship  to  the  fli|  of  another  Qonnunt, 
* D*v  certificate  e ha  1,1  only  be  issued  whan  the  Government 
issuing  the  new  certificate  ia  fully  eatiafied  that  the  ahip 
ia  in  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  Regulation  11(a) 
and  (b)  of  this  Chapter.  In  the  caae  of  a transfer  between 
Parties , if  requested  within  three  months  after  the  transfer 
haa  taken  place,  the  Oovenussnt  of  the  Party  whose  flag  the 
ship  was  formerly  entitled  to  fly  shall,  as  soon  as  possible, 
transmit  to  the  Administration  copies  of  the  certificates 
carried  by  the  ship  before  the  transfer  and,  if  available, 
copies  of  the  relevant  survey  reports. 


Regulation  19 

The  existing  text  of  Regulation  19  is  replaced  by  the  foilowina: 

(a)  Every  ship  when  in  a port  of  another  Party  is  subject  to  control 

by  officers  duly  authorised  by  such  government  in  so  far  as  this  control 
ia  directed  towards  verifying  that  the  certificates  issu'd  aider 

or  Regulation  13  of  Chapter  I of  the  Convention  are  valid. 

(b)  Such  certificates,  if  valid,  shall  be  accepted  unless  there  are 
clear  grooids  for  believing  that  the  condition  of  the  ship  or  of  its 
equipment  does  not  correspond  substantially  with  the  particulars  of  any 
of  the  certificates  or  that  the  ship  and  its  equipment  are  not  in 
co^>liance  with  the  provisions  of  Angulation  11(a)  and  (b)  of  this 
Chapter . 

(c)  In  the  circimmtances  given  in  .paragraph  (b)  of  this  Regulation  or 
where  a certificate  has  expired  or  cmased  to  be  valid,  the  officer 
carrying  out  the  control  shall  take  steps  to  ensure  that  the  ship  »>■«» 
not  sail  until  it  can  proceed  to  sea  or  leave  the  port  for  the  purpose 
of  proceeding  to  the  appropriate  rape  ir  yard  without  danger  to  the  ship 
or  persona  an  board. 
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(d)  In  the  event  of  this  control  giving  rise  to  sn  intervention  of 
any  kind,  the  officer  carrying  out  the  control  shall  forthwith  infer*, 
in  writing,  the  Consul  or,  in  his  absence,  the  nearest  diploaatic 
representative  of  the  State  whoa*  flag  the  ship  is  entitled  to  fly  of 
all  the  circvaetances  in  which  intervention  was  deened  necessary.  In 
addition,  noainated  surveyors  or  recognised  organisations  responsible 
for  the  issue  of  the  certificates  shall  also  be  notified.  The  facts 
concerning  the  inu ~v«ntion  shall  be  reported  to  the  Organisation. 

(e)  The  Port  Sts to  authority  concerned  shall  notify  all  relevant 

info  nation  about  the  ship  to  the  authorities  of  the  next  port  of  call, 
in  addition  to  parties  Mentioned  in  paragraph  (d)  of  this  Regulation, 
if  it  is  laable  to  take  action  as  specified  in  paragraphs  (c)  and  (d) 
of  this  Regulation  or  if  the  ship  has  been  allowed  to  proceed  to  the 
next  port  of  call. 

(f)  When  exercising  control  tnder  this  Regulation  all  possible  efforts 
shall  be  aade  to  avoid  a ship  being  unduly  detained  or  delayed.  If  a 
ship  is  thereby  txtduly  detained  or  delayed  it  shall  be  entitled  to 
coagensation  for  any  loas  or  dansge  suffered. 
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CHAPTER  II-l 

OOaStHUCTIOW  - SUBDI VISIOK  AMD  STABILITY, 

NACHXRm  AID  ELECTRICAL  USTALLATIORS 

PART  A - GOIERAL 

Regulation  1 
Application 

The  following  sub- paragraphs  are  added  to  the  existing  text 
of  paragraph  (b):  " 

(iii)  lotwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sub-paragraph  (ii)  of  this 
paragraph  and  sub-paragraph  (a)(iii)  of  this  Regulation,  for 
the  purposes  of  paragraph  (d)  of  Regulation  29  of  this  Chapter, 
a new  tanker  Beans  a tanker: 

(1)  for  which  the  building  contract  is  placed  after 
1 Jine  1979;  or 

(2)  in  the  absence  of  a building  contract,  the  keel  of  which 
is  laid,  or  which  is  at  a similar  stage  of  construction 
after  1 January  I960;  or 

(3)  the  delivery  of  which  is  after  1 J«e  1982;  or 

(b)  which  has  mdergone  an  alteration  or  aodification  of  a 
major  character: 

(a)  for  which  the  contract  is  placed  after  1 J\ne  1979;  or 

(b)  in  the  absence  of  a contract,  the  constriction  work  of 
which  is  begin  after  1 Janinry  I960;  or 

(c)  which  is  completed  after  1 Jine  1982. 

(iv)  Per  the  purposes  of  paragraph  (d)  of  Regulation  29  of  this 
Chapter,  an  existing  tanker  is  a tanker  which  ia  not  a new  tanker 
as  defined  in  sub-paragraph  (iii)  of  this  paragraph. 

(v)  Fbr  the  purposes  of  sub-paragraph  (iii)  of  this  paragraph, 

conversion  of  an  existing  tanker  of  20,000  aetric  tons  deadweitfit 
and  upwards  to  Beet  the  require  Bents  of  the  present  Protocol  or 
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the Protocol  of  1978  Relating  to  the  International  Convention 
for  the  Prevention  of  Pollution  froa  Ship*,  1973,  ehall  not  he 
deeaed  to  conetitute  an  alteration  or  aodification  of  a major 
character. 

Regulation  2 
Definitions 

The  following  paragraph e are  added  to  the  e tilting  text: 

(k)  The  reaote  steering  gear  control  system  is  the  aeans  hy  which 
required  rudder  aoveaenta  are  transmitted  froa  the  navigating  bridge  to 
the  steering  gear  power  wit  controls. 

(l)  The  main  steering  gear  is  the  machinery , the  steering  gear  power 
wits,  if  any,  and  ancillary  equipment  and  the  aeans  of  applying  torque 
to  the  rudder  stock  (e.g.  tiller  or  quadrant)  necessary  for  effecting 
aoveaent  of  the  rudder  for  the  purpose  of  steering  the  ship  under  normal 
service  conditions. 

(a)  The  steering  gear  power  wit  is: 

(i)  in  the  case  of  electric  steering  gear,  an  electric  motor  and 
its  associated  electrical  equipment; 

(ii)  in  the  case  of  electro-hydraulic  steering  gear,  an  electric 
motor  and  its  associated  electrical  equipment  and  connected 
P«Q>; 

(iii)  in  the  case  of  other  hydraulic  steering  gear,  a driving 
engine  and  connected  pimp. 

(n)  The  auxiliary  steering  gear  is  that  equipment  which  is  provided 
for  effecting  aoveaent  of  the  rudder  for  the  purpose  of  steering  the 
ship  in  the  event  of  failure  of  the  main  steering  gear. 
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PART  C - MACHINERY  AlfD  ELECTRICAL  INSTALLATIONS 

Regulation  29 
Steering  Pear 

The  following  paragraph  ia  added  to  the  existing  text: 

(d)  Tankers  nniv 

(i)  The  following  shall  apply  to  every  new  tanker  of  10,000  tone 
gross  tonnage  and  upwards  and,  not  later  than  two  years  from 
the  date  of  entry  into  force  of  the  present  Protocol,  to  every 
existing  tanker  of  10,000  tons  gross  tonnage  and  upwards : 

(1)  two  remote  steering  gear  control  systems  shall  he 
provided,  each  of  which  shall  be  operable  separately 
from  the  navigating  bridge.  This  does  not  require 
duplication  of  the  steering  wheel  or  steering  lever. 

In  the  event  of  failure  of  the  remote  steering  gear 
control  system  in  operation,  the  other  system  shall  be 
capable  of  being  brought  into  immediate  operation  from 
» position  on  the  navigating  bridge.  Each  remote 
steering  gear  control  system,  if  electric,  shall  be 
served  by  its  own  separate  circuit  applied  from  the 
steering  gear  power  circuit  from  a point  within  the 
steering  gear  compartment.  In  the  event  of  failure  of 
electrical  power  supply  to  a remote  steering  gear  control 
system  an  alarm  shall  be  given  on  the  navigating  bridge. 
The  alarms  required  in  this  sub-paragraph  shall  be  both 
audible  and  visual  and  situated  in  a position  on  the 
navigating  bridge  where  they  can  be  readily  observed; 

(2)  control  of  the  main  steering  gear  shall  also  be  provided 
in  the  steering  gear  compartment; 

(3)  means  shall  be  provided  in  the  steering  gear  compartment 
to  disconnect  the  remote  steering  gear  control  system 
from  the  power  circuit; 

(**)  a means  of  coMsiication  shall  be  provided  between  the 
navigating  bridge  and  the  steering  gear  compartment ; 
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(5)  the  exact  angular  position  of  the  rudder  shall  be 
indicated  on  the  navigating  bridge.  The  rudder  angle 
indication  shall  be  independent  of  the  re note  steering 
gear  control  ays ten;  and 

(6)  the  angular  position  of  the  rudder  shall  be  recognizable 
in  the  steering  gear  conpartnent . 

(ii)  In  every  new  tanker  of  10,000  tons  gross  tonnage  and  upwards , 
in  addition  to  the  requirements  of  paragraph  (a)  and  sub- 
paragraph  (d)(i)  of  this  Regulation,  the  following  shall 
apply: 

(1)  the  aain  steering  gear  shall  comprise  two  or  more 
identical  power  vnits  and  it  shall  be  capable  of 
operating  the  rudder  as  required  by 
sub-paragraph  (d)(ii)(2)  of  this  Regulation  vhile 
operating  vith  one  or  more  power  units.  As  far  as 
reasonable  and  practicable,  the  main  steering  gear  shall 
be  so  arranged  that  a single  failure  in  its  piping  or  in 
one  of  the  pover  units  vill  not  impair  the  integrity  of 
the  remaining  part  of  the  steering  gear.  All  mechanical 
couplings  vhich  are  part  of  the  steering  gear  and  the 
mechanical  connexion  vith  any  remote  steering  gear 
control  system,  if  any,  shall  be  of  soind  and  reliable 
construction  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Administration; 

(2)  the  main  steering  gear  shall,  vith  the  ship  at  its 
deepest  sea-going  draught,  be  capable  of  putting  the 
rudder  over  from  35  degrees  on  one  side  to  35  degrees  on 
the  other  side  vith  the  ship  naming  ahead  at  maximum 
service  speed.  The  rudder  shall  be  capable  of  being  put 
over  from  35  degrees  on  either  side  to  30  degrees  on  the 
other  side  in  not  more  than  28  seconds,  under  the  same 
conditions ; 

(3)  the  main  steering  gear  shall  be  operated  by  pover  where 
necessary  to  fulfil  the  requirements  of 
sub-paragraph  ( d) ( ii ) (2)  of  this  Regulation; 
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(I*)  the  main  steering  gear  power  units  shall  be  arranged  to 
start  automatically  when  power  is  restored  after  a power 
failure; 

(5)  in  the  event  of  failure  of  any  of  the  steering  gear 
power  wits  an  alarm  shall  be  given  on  the  navigating 
bridge.  Every  steering  gear  power  \®it  shall  be  capable 
of  being  brought  into  operation  either  automatically  or 
manually  from  a position  on  the  navigating  bridge;  and 

(6)  an  alternative  power  supply,  at  least  sufficient  to 
supply  a steering  gear  power  unit  so  as  to  enable  it  to 
move  the  rudder  as  specified  below,  and  also  to  supply 
its  associated  remote  steering  gear  control  system  and 
the  rudder  angle  indicator,  shall  be  provided, 
automatically,  within  1»5  seconds,  either  from  the 
emergency  source  of  electrical  power,  or  from  another 
independent  source  of  power  located  in  the  steering  gear 
compartment.  Ibis  independent  source  of  power  shall  be 
used  only  fbr  this  purpose  and  shall  have  a capacity 
sufficient  for  half  an  hour  of  continuous  operation. 

Itae  steering  gear  power  unit,  when  being  supplied  by  the 
alternative  power  supply,  shall  at  least  be  capable  of 
putting  the  rudder  over  from  15  degrees  on  one  side  to 
15  degrees  on  the  other  side  in  not  more  than  60  seconds 
with  the  ship  at  its  deepest  sea-going  draught  while 
ruining  at  one  half  of  its  maximum  service  speed  ahead 
or  7 knots,  whichever  is  the  greater. 
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CHAPTER  II-2 


CONSTRUCTION  - FIRE  PROTECTION,  FIRE  DETECTION 
AID  FIRE  EXTINCTION 


PART  A - GENERAL 


Regulation  1 
Application 

P><  following  sub-paragraphs  are  added  to  the  existing  text 
of  paragraph  (a); 

(i t)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sub- paragraphs  (ii)  and  (iii) 


of  this  paragraph,  for  the  purpoaea  of  paragraph  (a)(ii)  of 
Regulation  55  and  of  Regulation  60  of  this  Chapter,  a new  tanker 

■a ana  a tanker: 


(l)  for  which  the  building  contract  ia  placed  after  1 June  1979; 
or 


(2)  in  the  abeence  of  a building  contract,  the  keel  of  vhich  ie 
laid,  or  vhich  ie  at  a siailar  stage  of  construction  after 
1 January  1980;  or 

(3)  the  delivery  of  vhich  is  after  1 June  1982;  or 


(k)  vhich  has  undergone  an  alteration  or  Modification  of  a Major 
character: 


(a)  for  vhich  the  contract  is  placed  after  1 June  1979,  or 

(b)  in  the  absence  of  a contract,  the  construction  work  of 
vhich  is  begun  after  1 January  1980;  or 

(c)  vhich  is  completed  after  1 June  1982. 

(▼)  For  the  purposes  of  paragraph  (a)(ii)  of  Regulation  55  and  of 
Regulation  60  of  this  Chapter,  an  exieting  tanker  is  a tanker 
vhich  is  not  a nev  tanker  as  defined  in  sub-paragraph  (iv)  of 
this  paragraph. 
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(»i)  tor  ths  purposes  of  sub-paragraph  (iv)  of  this  paragraph, 

conversion  of  an  existing  tanker  of  20,000  estric  tons  dead*  sight 
and  upwards  to  nest  the  requireasnta  of  the  present  Protocol  or 
the  Protocol  of  1978  Relating  to  the  International  Convention  tor 
the  Prevention  of  Pollution  from  Ships,  1973  shall  not  be  teeeed 
to  constitute  an  alteration  or  Modification  of  a aajor  character. 


Regulation  3 
Definitions 

to?  of  paragraph  (v)  is  replaced  by  the  tollovine; 

(v)  "Lightweight”  neans  the  diaplaceaent  of  a ship  in  Metric  tons  with- 
out cargo,  fuel,  lubricating  oil,  baUaat  water,  fresh  water  and  toed 
water  in  tanks,  conawahle  stores,  and  passengers  and  crew  and  their 
effects. 

toll owing  paragraph  is  added  to  the  existing  test: 

(x)  "Crude  oil"  neans  any  oil  occurring  naturally  in  the  earth  whether 
or  not  treated  to  render  it  suitable  for  transportation  and  includes: 

(i)  crude  oil  fron  which  certain  distillate  fractions  nay  have 
been  reaored;  and 

(ii)  crude  oil  to  which  certain  distillate  fractions  any  have 
been  added. 

PAST  X - FIRS  SAren  jcasures  tor  taskers 

Regulation  $5 
Application 

sjmtlng  text  of  this  Regulation  is  replaced  bv  the  following- 
(a)  uaese  expressly  provided  otherwise: 

(i)  this  Part  shall  apply  to  all  new  tankers  carrying  crude  oil 
end  petroleun  products  having  a flashpoint  not  exceeding 
60  C (lkO°P)  (closed  cup  test)  as  determined  by  an  approved 
flaahpoint  apparatus  and  a Reid  vapour  pressure  which  is  below 
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atmospheric  pressure  and  ether  liquid  products  having  a 
similar  fire  hazard;  and 

(ii)  in  addition,  all  ships  covered  by  this  Part  shall  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  Regulations  52,  53  end  51*  of  Chapter  II-2 
of  the  Convention  except  that  fixed  gas  fire-extinguishing 
systems  for  cargo  spaces  shall  not  be  used  for  new  tankers 
and  for  those  existing  tankers  complying  with  Regulation  60 
of  this  Chapter.  FOr  existing  tankers  not  required  to  comply 
with  Regulation  60,  the  Administration,  in  applying  the 
requirements  of  paragraph  (f)  of  Regulation  52,  may  accept  a 
froth  system  capable  of  discharging  froth  internally  or 
externally  to  the  tanks.  The  details  of  the  installation 
shall  be  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Administration. 

(b)  Where  cargoes  other  than  those  referred  to  in  sub-paragraph  (a)(i) 
of  this  Regulation  which  introduce  additional  fire  hazards  are  intended 
to  be  carried,  additional  safety  measures  shall  be  required  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Administration. 

(c)  Combination  carriers  shall  not  carry  solid  cargoes  unless  all  cargo 
tanks  are  empty  of  oil  and  gas  freed  or  unless,  in  each  case,  the 
Administration  is  satisfied  with  the  arrangements  provided. 

Regulation  60 
Cargo  Tank  Protection 

The  existing  text  of  this  Regulation  is  replaced  by  the  following: 

(a)  For  new  tankers  of  20,000  metric  tons  deadweight  and  upwards,  the 
protection  of  the  cargo  tanks  deck  area  and  cargo  tanks  shall  be 
achieved  by  a fixed  deck  froth  system  and  a fixed  inert  gas  system  in 
accordance  with  the  requirements  of  Regulations  61  and  62  of 
Chapter  II-2  of  the  Convention  except  that  in  lieu  of  the  above 
installations  the  Administration,  after  having  given  consideration  to 
the  ship's  arrangement  and  equipment,  may  accept  other  combinations  of 
fixed  installations  if  they  afford  protection  equivalent  to  the  above, 
in  accordance  with  Regulation  5 of  Chapter  1 of  the  Convention. 

(b)  To  be  considered  equivalent,  the  system  proposed  in  lieu  of  the 
deck  froth  system  shall: 


i 

; 
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(i)  be  capable  of  extinguishing  epill  fires  end  elso  preclude 
iftition  of  spilled  oil  not  yet  i®uted;  end 

(ii)  be  capable  of  combating  fires  in  ruptured  tanks . 

(c)  To  be  considered  equivalent,  the  system  proposed  in  lieu  of  the 
fixed  inert  gas  systea  shall: 

(i)  be  capable  of  preventing  dangerous  accumulations  of  explosive 
aixtures  in  intact  cargo  tanks  during  noraal  service  through- 
out the  ballast  voyage  and  necessary  in-tank  operations}  and 

(ii)  be  so  desisted  as  to  ainiaiae  the  risk  of  ipiition  from  the 
generation  of  static  electricity  by  the  systea  itself. 

(d)  Any  existing  tanker  of  20,000  aatric  tons  deadweight  and  upwards 
engaged  in  the  trade  of  carrying  crude  oil  shall  be  fitted  with  an  inert 
gaa  systea,  complying  with  the  requirements  of  paragraph  (a)  of  this 
Regulation,  not  later  than  a date: 

(i)  for  a tanker  of  TO, 000  metric  tons  deadweight  and  upwards, 
two  years  after  the  date  of  entry  into  force  of  the  present 
Protocol;  and 

(ii)  for  a tanker  of  less  than  70,000  aetric  tons  deadweight, 

four  years  after  the  date  of  entry  into  force  of  the  present 
Protocol,  except  that  for  tankers  less  than  1(0,000  tons  dead- 
weight not  fitted  with  tank  washing  machines  having  an 
individual  throughput  of  greater  than  60  cubic  metres  per  hour, 
the  Administration  aay  exempt  existing  tankers  from  the 
requirements  of  this  paragraph,  if  it  would  be  treasonable 
and  impracticable  to  apply  these  requirements,  taking  into 
account  the  ship's  desipi  characteristics. 

(e)  Any  existing  tanker  of  U0,000  metric  tons  deadweight  and  upwards 
engaged  in  the  trade  of  cartying  oil  other  than  crude  oil  and  any  such 
tanker  of  20,000  metric  tons  deadweight  and  upwards  engaged  in  the  trade 
of  carrying  oil  other  than  crude  oil  fitted  with  tank  washing  machines 
having  an  individual  throughput  of  greater  than  60  cubic  metres  per  hour 
shall  be  fitted  with  an  inert  gas  systea,  coaplying  with  the  requirements 
of  paragraph  (a)  of  this  Regulation,  not  later  than  a date: 
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(i)  for  a tankftr  of  70,000  Mtric  too*  deadweight  and  vgxrards, 
two  years  ftftar  the  dot*  of  entry  into  to  re*  of  the  present 
Protocol;  and 

(ii)  for  ft  tankftr  of  laaa  than  70,000  metric  tooa  daftOralght. 

four  years  after  tba  data  of  entry  into  force  of  the  preaent 
Protocol. 

( f ) Any  tanker  ope  ratine  a cargo  tank  cleaning  procedure  using 
crude  oil  washing  shall  be  fitted  with  an  inert  gas  system  coaplying 
with  the  requirements  of  Regulation  62  of  Chapter  11-2  of  the  Oonrention 
and  with  fixed  tank  washing  nachinea. 

(g)  All  tankers  fitted  with  a fixed  inert  gas  system  shall  be  pro  rifled 
with  a closed  ullage  system. 

(h)  Any  new  tanker  of  2,000  tens  groan  tonnage  and  uprards  not  cowered 
ty  paragraph  (a)  of  thia  Regulation  ahall  be  pro  rifled  with  a froth 
syatem,  capable  of  discharging  froth  internally  or  externally,  to  the 
tanks.  The  details  of  such  installation  ahall  be  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  Administration. 
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SAUTT  or  H AVI OAT  I OH 
Regulation  12 

8hipborn*  navigational  Equipment 
jh>  enieting  text  of  paragraph  (a)  j*  replaced  by  th*  following: 

(a)  All  ship*  of  1,600  ton*  groaa  tonnage  and  upward*  but  loss  than 
10,000  tona  groaa  tonnage  ahaU  ba  fittad  with  at  laaat  on*  radar.  All 
ahipa  of  10,000  tona  groaa  tonnage  and  ipwarda  a hall  b*  fittad  with  at 
laaat  two  radar* , each  capabl*  of  operating  independently  of  th*  other. 
All  radar*  fitted  in  compliance  with  thia  Regulation  a hall  be  of  a type 
approved  by  th*  Adadniatration  and  ahall  conform  to  operational 
atandarda  not  inferior  to  thoae  adopted  by  the  Organisation.  Fhcilitiea 
for  plotting  radar  reading*  ehall  be  provided  on  the  bridge  in  thoae 
ahipa. 


Regulation  19 

Ube  of  th*  Automatic  Pilot 

lb*  following  paragraph  ie  added  to  the  exiating  text: 

(d)  The  manual  a tearing  ahall  be  teated  after  prolonged  uae  of  th* 
automatic  pilot,  and  before  entering  area*  where  navigation  demand* 
apecial  caution. 

The  following  new  Regulation*  are  added  to  thia  Chapter: 

Regulation  19-1 
Operation  of  Steering  Pear 

In  area*  where  navigation  demand*  apecial  caution,  ahipa  ahall 
bav*  more  than  on*  ateering  gear  power  vmit  in  operation  when  auch  wita 
are  capabl*  of  aimultaneou*  operation. 
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■adulation  19-2 

dtaerina  Qaar  - Tsstina  «nd  ftrilla 

(a)  Within  12  hour*  before  departure , the  ahip'o  steering  g ear  shall 
be  cheeked  and  tested  bjr  the  ship's  crew.  The  test  procedure  shall 
include,  where  applicable,  the  operation  of  the  following: 

(i)  the  aain  steering  gear; 

(ii)  the  auxiliary  steering  gear; 

(iii)  the  raaote  steering  gear  control  systems; 

(iv)  the  steering  positions  located  on  the  navigating  bridge; 

(▼)  the  emergency  power  sipply; 

(vi)  the  rudder  angle  indicators  in  relation  to  the  actual  position 
of  the  rudder; 

(▼ii)  the  remote  steering  gear  control  system  power  failure  alarms; 
and 

(▼iii)  the  steering  gear  power  wit  failure  alarms. 

(b)  The  checks  and  tests  shall  include: 

(i)  the  full  movement  of  the  rudder  according  to  the  required 
capabilities  of  the  steering  gear; 

(ii)  a visual  inspection  of  the  steering  gear  and  its  connecting 

linkage;  and 

(iii)  the  operation  of  the  naans  of  coaraication  between  the 
navigating  bridge  and  steering  gear  coapartment. 

(c)  (i)  Simple  operating  instructions  with  a block  diagram  shoving  the 
change-over  procedures  for  remote  steering  gear  control  systems  and 
ateering  gear  power  units  shall  be  permanently  displayed  on  the 

navi  pi  ting  bridge  and  in  the  ateering  gear  compartment. 

(ii)  All  officers  concerned  with  the  operation  and/or  maintenance 
of  steering  gear  shall  be  fomiliar  with  the  operation  of  the  ateering 
systems  fitted  on  the  ship  and  with  the  procedures  for  changing  from  one 
system  to  another. 
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(d)  In  addition  to  tbo  routine  ebooks  and  tost*  proscribed  in 
paragraphs  (•)  and  (b)  of  this  Regulation,  emergency  steering  drills 
shall  take  place  at  leaat  once  every  three  Months  in  order  to  practise 
emergency  steering  procedures.  These  drills  shall  include  direct 
control  from  within  the  steering  gear  coegartmsnt,  the  coannications 
procedure  with  the  navigating  bridge  end,  where  applicable,  the 
operation  of  alternative  power  applies. 

(e)  The  Administration  nay  waive  the  requirement  to  carry  out  the 
checks  and  testa  prescribed  in  paragraphs  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  Regulation 
for  ships  which  regularly  ply  on  voyages  of  short  duration.  Such  ships 
shall  carry  out  these  checks  and  tests  at  leaat  once  every  week. 

(f)  The  date  ig»n  which  the  checks  and  teats  prescribed  in 
paragraphs  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  Regulation  are  carried  out  and  the  date 
and  details  of  ensrgsncy  steering  drills  carried  out  taider  paragraph  (d) 
of  this  Regulation,  shall  be  recorded  in  the  log  book  as  nay  be 
prescribed  by  the  Administration. 
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*>r»  of  Safety  Construction  Certificate  for  Cargo  Ship* 

The  following  fora  of  Supple— pt  i»  added  to  the  existing  form: 

SUPPLEMENT  TO  THK  CARGO  SHIP  SAFETY  COHSTRUCTIOH  CERTIFICATE 

(Official  Seal)  (Country) 

Issued  under  the  provisions  of  the 
PROTOCOL  OP  1978  RELATIIG  TO  THE  HTSRHATTONAL  COHVKHTIQH  FOR 
THE  SAFETY  OF  LIFE  AT  SEA,  197I1 


Haas  of  Ship 

Distinctive 
Number  or 
Letters 

Port  of 
Registry 

Deadweight  of 
Ship 

( Metric  tons) 

Year  of 
Build 

Type  of  ship: 

Tanker  engaged  in  the  trade  of  carrying  crude  oil* 

Tanker  engaged  in  the  trade  of  carrying  oil  other  than  crude  oil* 
Tanker  engaged  in  the  trade  of  carrying  crude /other  oil* 

Cargo  ship  other  than  a tanker  en^ged  in  the  trade  of  carrying  oil* 

Date  of  contract  for  building  or  alteration  or  Modification  of 
a aajor  character  

Date  on  which  keel  was  laid  or  ship  was  at  a similar  stage  of 
construction  or  on  which  an  alteration  or  Modification  of 
a Major  character  was  coiMasnced  

Date  of  delivery  or  co^letion  of  an  alteration  or  Modification 

of  a Major  character  


* Delete  as  appropriate. 


This  Supplement  shall  be  peraanently  attached  to  the  Cargo  Ship 
Safety  Construction  Certificate. 
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That  the  ship  has  been  surveyed  in  accc  '‘»nc«  with  Regulation  10 
of  Chaptar  I of  tha  Protocol  of  19T8  Relating  to  tha  International 
Convention  for  tha  Safety  of  Ufa  at  Baa,  1974 ; and 

that  tha  survey  a bowed  that  the  condition  of  the  hull,  Machinery 
and  equipment  aa  defined  in  tha  above  Regulation  vaa  in  all  reapecta 
aatia  factory  and  that  the  ahip  coaplied  with  the  requi resents  of  that 
Protocol. 

Thia  certificate  ia  valid  wtil  a object 

to  inte mediate  aurvey(a)  at  intervale  of  

Issued  at  

(Place  of  iaaue  of  certificate) 

19..  

(Signature  of  duly  authorised  official 
issuing  the  certificate) 

(Seal  or  atsuqi  of  the  issuing  Authority,  aa  appropriate ) 
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HTBMKDIATE  BURVKX 


Thi*  is  to  certify  that  at  an  intermediate  survey  required  by 
Regulation  10  of  Chapter  I of  the  Protocol  of  1978  Relating  to  the 
International  Convention  for  the  Safety  of  Life  at  Sea,  197>*,  this  ship 
was  fbtstd  to  comply  with  the  relevant  provisions  of  that  Protocol. 

Bigied 

(S:. gesture  of  duly  authorized  official) 

Place 

Date 

Beit  intermediate  survey  due 

(Seal  or  stamp  of  the  Authority,  as  appropriate) 

Sigied 

(Signature  of  duly  authorized  official) 

Place 

Date 

Hext  intermediate  survey  due 

(Seal  or  sta^>  of  the  Authority,  as  appropriate ) 

Sigied 

(Signature  of  duly  authorized  official) 

Place 

Date 

Hext  intermediate  survey  due 

(Seal  or  stamp  of  the  Authority,  as  appropriate) 

Sipped 

(Sigiature  of  duly  authorized  official) 

Place 

Date 

(Seal  or  staap  of  the  Authority,  as  appropriate ) 


ll 
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Fora  of  Safety  Equipment  Certificate  for  Cargo  Ships 


Tb*  folloviaa  fora  of  Bmlwnt  is  added  to  the  existing  tea 

8UPPUCMBT  10  THE  CARGO  SHIP  SAFETY  KQUIPNBT  CERTIFICATE 
(Official  Baal)  (Co\*try) 


Issued  voder  the  provision!  of  the 
PROTOCOL  OP  1976  RELATXNO  TO  THE  IK  TEW  ATI  OR  XL  COHVKRTIOM  FOR 
THE  SAFETY  OF  LIFE  AT  SEA,  19T<* 


Marne  of  Ship 

Distinctive 
Rtmber  or 
Letters 

Port  of 
Registry 

Deadweight  of 
Ship 

(metric  tons) 

Year  of 
Build 

TVpe  of  ship: 

Tanker  enpiged  in  the  trade  of  carrying  crude  oil* 

Tanker  engaged  in  the  trade  of  carrying  oil  other  than  crude  oil* 
Tanker  engaged  in  the  trade  of  carrying  crude/other  oil* 

Cargo  ship  other  than  a tanker  engaged  in  the  trade  of  carrying  oil* 

Date  of  contract  for  building  or  alteration  or  nodification  of 
a anjor  character  

Date  on  which  keel  was  laid  or  ship  was  at  a similar  stage  of 
obstruction  or  on  which  an  alteration  or  nodification  of 
a major  character  was  consenced 

Date  of  delivery  or  collation  of  an  alteration  or  nodification 

of  a major  character  

* Delete  as  appropriate. 

This  Supplement  shall  be  permanently  attached  to  the  Cargo  Ship 
Safety  Equipment  Certificate. 
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THIS  IS  TO  CMTirr: 

That  the  »hip  hu  been  iwntjrtl  la  accordance  with  Regulation  8 
of  Chapter  I of  the  Protocol  of  19T®  Relating  to  the  International 
Convention  for  the  Safety  of  Life  at  Sea,  197*»  1 and 

that  the  eurvey  e ho wed  that  the  condition  of  the  safety  equipment 
aa  defined  in  the  above  Regulation  vaa  in  all  reapeeta  aatiefaotory 
and  that  the  chip  copied  with  the  requireaente  of  that  Protocol. 

Ihia  certificate  ia  valid  until  aubject 

to  intermediate  aurvey(a)  at  intervale  of 

Iaauad  at  

(Place  of  iaeue  of  certificate) 


19.. 


(Signature  of  duly  author! aed  official 
iaeuing  the  certificate) 

(Seal  or  atanp  of  the  ieeuing  Authority,  aa  appropriate) 


I 
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IimnCDIAR  8UOTX 

This  is  to  certify  that  at  an  intermediate  lurny  required  by 
Regulation  8 of  Chapter  I of  tha  Protocol  of  1978  Relating  to  the 
International  Convention  for  tha  Safety  of  Lift  at  Baa,  19T*t , tha  ship 
vaa  found  to  comply  with  tha  relevant  provisions  of  that  Protocol. 

Sigiai  

(Signature  of  duly  authorised  official) 

Place  

Date  

Mart  intermediate  survey  due  

(Seal  or  stamp  of  the  Authority,  aa  appropriate) 

8igieA  

( Si  venture  of  duly  authorised  official) 

Place  

Date  

(Seal  or  staap  of  tha  Authority,  as  appropriate) 

Uider  the  provisions  of  Regulation  lU  of  Chapter  I of  the  Protocol  the 
validity  of  this  Certificate  is  extended  until 


Sidled 

(Signature  of  duly  authorised  official) 

Place  

Date  

(Seal  or  at asp  of  the  Authority,  as  appropriate) 

i 


I 


Certified  true  copy  of  the  Protocol  of  1978  relating  to 
the  International  Convention  for  the  Safety  of  Life  at 
SeV  1974  done  at  London  on  17  February  1978,  the 
original  of  which  is  deposited  with  the  Secretary-General 
of  the  Inter-Govemmental  Maritime  Consultative 
Organization. 


For  the  Secretary-General  of  the  Inter-Govemmental 
Maritime  Consultative  Organization: 
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APPENDIX  9 


The  purpose  of  this  notice  b to 
inform  the  public  of  • revlatoo  to  the 
schedule  of  the  Const  Ousrd  plan  for 
regulatory  implementation  of  the  re- 
sults of  the  International  Conference 
on  Tenter  Safety- and  Pollution  Pre- 
vention (TSPP)  sponsored  by  the  In* 
tot-governmental  Maritime  Consulta- 
tive Organisation  (Hi CO)  tram  Febru- 
ary g through  It,  1*78. 


Final  regulations  for  BBT,  CUT, 
POW,  and  improved  steering  stand- 
ards will  be  Issued  to  April  1918.  Final 
regulations  for  108  will  be  Issued  In 
Mevember  1978.  Final  regulations  for 
aoeond  radar  systems  were  not  affect- 
ed by  the  delay  and  wore  Issued  ahead 
of  schedule  on  July  14.  1978.  Table  8. 
Coast  Quard  Regulatory  Implementa- 
tion Flan  for  TBPP  Results  (Revised), 
shows  the  new  echedule.  The  new  time 
frame  remains  consistent  with  the 
Coast  Ouard’s  original  Intention  to 
utilise  the  effective  Implementation 
dates  developed  by  the  TBPP  Confer- 
ence which  range  from  June  1979 
through  June  1988. 

Dated:  September  15, 1978. 

Hnmr  H.  Bell, 

. Bear  Admiral.  U.S.  Coast  Guard, 
Chit/,  Office  of  Merchant 
Marine  Safety. 


to  the  April  10.  1878  FUUt  Rsois- 
m.  Volume  41.  -Mo.  77.  paces  18888 
through  18888.  the  Coast  Ouard 
Issued  a notioe  to  inform  the  public  of 
the  results  of  the  International  Con- 
ference on  Tanker  Safety  and  Pollu- 
tion Prevention  and  to  provide  the 
public  with  the  spttrlaatort  plan  for 
regulatory  hsplsmsntotion  of  the  re- 
sults of  the  conference.  At  the  TBPP 
Conference  new  measures  and  proce- 
dures to  Improve  the  safety  of  oil 
tankers  and  reduce  pollution  of  the 
eea  from  dhips  were  developed  which 
expanded  the  requirements  of  the 
1874  8afety  of  life  at  Boa  Convention 
(SOLAS  74)  and  the  1871  Marine  Pol- 
lution Convention  (MARPOL  71).  It  is 
the  intention  of  the  Coast  Ouard  to 
Implement  these  new  measures' and 
procedures  Into  Federal  regulations. 

Table  1 on  pege  18890  of  the  April  10 
PtomuL  Raoism  set  forth  the  expect- 
ed schedule  niceeeary  to  develop  and 
finalise  these  Federal  regulations  end 
the  effective  Implementation  dates 
once  the  regulations  become  final. 

It  was  originally  estimated  that  final 
regulations  for  inert  gss  systems  (106) 
and  second  radar  aystems  would  be 
Issued  during  August  1978,  with  final 
regulations  for  segregated  ballast 
tanks  (BBT).  <*»«  ballast  tanks 
(CBT),  crude  oil  washing  (COW),  and 
Improved  steering  standards  to  be 
Issued  In  February  1878.  The  prepara- 
tory work  necessary  for  the  develop- 
ment and  Issuance  of  the  BBT.  CBT, 

COW,  Improved  steering  standards, 
and  108  regulations  was  delayed  be- 
cause project  personnel  were  simulta- 
neously tasked  with  conducting  a 
study  to  determine  If  tanker  safety 
and  pollution  prevention  measures,  ad- 
ditional to  those  developed  at  the 
TBPP  Conference,  should  be  applied 
to  UjB.  tank  will  In  domestic  trade. 

As  a result  of  this,  the  schedule  for 

these  final  regulations  has  been  ammm. 


voi.  «8  no.  tss— TNuetoar, 


APPENDIX  10 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 


COAST  GUARD 


DEPARTMENT  OP  TRANSPORTATION 
U.  S.  COAST  GUARD 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
PURSUANT  TO  SECTION  102  (2)(C),  P.  L.  91-190 


SUMMARY 


Draft 


( ) Final  Environmental  Statement 


Contact  individual:  Executive  Secretary 

Marine  Safety  Council 

U.  S.  Coast  Guard  (G-CMC/81) 

Washington,  D.  C.  20590 
(202)  426-1477 

1.  Type  of  Action.  (X)  Administrative  Action.  ( ) Legislative  Action. 

2.  Description  of  the  Action 

This  impact  statement  covers  U.  S.  participation  in  the  International 
Conference  on  Tanker  Safety  and  Pollution  Prevention,  February  1978,  in 
London,  England,  and  possible  U.  S.  implementation  of  the  standards  adopted 
by  this  Conference.  The  objective  of  U.  S.  participation  in  this  Conference 
is  to  obtain  international  action  to  Improve  tanker  safety  and  pollution 
prevention  standards.  The  changes  are  being  sought  to  reduce  oil  pollution 
from  tanker  accidents  and  routine  operational  discharges,  and  to  reduce  the 
risk  of  tanker  accidents  and  resulting  loss  of  life  and  property  damage. 

The  Conference  will  consider  proposals  made  by  the  United  States  for  modi- 
fications to  the  International  Convention  for  the  Prevention  of  Pollution  from 
Ships,  1973  (MARPOL  73),  and  the  International  Convention  for  the  Safety  of 
Life  at  Sea,  1974  (SOLAS  74),  along  with  alternative  proposals  developed 
during  preparatory  meetings  of  the  Intergovernmental  Maritime  Consultative 
Organization.  These  proposals  Include  changes  to  the  current  ship  construction 
and  equipment  standards  and  international  system  for  inspection  and  certifica- 
tion of  tankers.  Changes  to  ship  construction  and  equipment  standards  under 
consideration  Include:  double  bottoms  on  new  tankers,  or  protective  location 
of  segregated  ballast  tanks  as  an  alternative  to  double  bottoms;  segregated 
ballast  tanks  on  new  and  existing  tankers  and  various  alternative  or  interim 
measures,  including  clean  ballast  tanks  and  crude  oil  washing;  inert  gas  systems; 
a requirement  for  a second  radar  and  collision  avoidance  assistance  equipment; 
and  improved  emergency  steering  standards. 

3.  Environmental  Impacts  and  adverse  environmental  effects  of  the  action. 

A large  number  of  potential  impacts  of  the  various  measures  being  considered 
on  worldwide  oil  inputs,  oil  inputs  to  U.  S.  waters,  and  safety  are  identified 
and  described  in  Section  3 of  the  statement.  The  various  Drotocol  alternatives 
annear  to  offer  ootentlal  for  a 15-30Z  reduction  in  worldwide  oil  incuts  in 
the  near-term  over  full  implementation  of  MARPOL  73.  This  reduction  is  due 
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mainly  to  the  retrofit  of  segregated  ballast  tanka  or  crude  oil  washing  syatew 
existing  tankers  contemplated  In  the  various  proposals  wder  consideration. 
Proposals  for  double  bottoms  on  new  ships  or  protective  location  of  segregated 
ballast  on  new  ships  appear  to  offer  potential  for  perhaps  a 50Z  reduction 
In  accidental  oil  Inputs  to  waters  within  SO  miles  of  the  U.  S.  coastline  once 
new  ships  with  these  features  come  Into  service. 

All  of  the  measures  being  considered  by  the  Conference  are  aimed  at 
reducing  oil  Inputs  to  the  marine  environment.  No  adverse  environmental 
effects  have  been  Identified. 

4.  List  of  alternatives  considered* 

The  only  alternative  to  participating  in  the  Conference  is  not  partici- 
pating In  the  Conference  and  this  has  been  rejected  as  being  Inconsistent 
with  the  U.  S.  objective  of  Improving  International  standards  for  tanker 
safety  and  pollution  prevention. 

Once  the  Conference  Is  completed  and  specifics  of  the  proposed  changes 
to  the  present  International  requirements  are  known,  an  assessment  of  the  poten- 
tial Impacts  of  these  changes  can  be  made  and  a decision  reached  on  whether 
the  U.  S.  should  adopt  these  changes  and  ratify  the  Protocols  developed  at 
the  Conference,  or  proceed  on  some  other  course  of  action. 

5.  Co  ament s on  the  draft  statement  were  requested  from  the  agencies  and  groups 
listed  below: 


Department  of  State 
Department  of  Treasury 
Department  of  Defense 
Department  of  the  Interior 
Department  of  Commerce 
Department  of  Transportation 
Department  of  Energy 

Ehvlronmental  Protection  Agency 
Federal  Maritime  Counlsion 
Sierra  Club 

Connecticut  Citizens  Action  Group 
Center  for  Law  and  Social  Policy 
American  Petroleum  Institute 
American  Institute  of  Merchant  Shipping 
American  Association  of  Port  Authorities 
American  Maritime  Association 
American  Waterways  Operators,  Inc. 
Shipbuilders  Council  of  America 
Environmental  Policy  Center 
Coalition  Against  Oil  Pollution 
National  Audubon  Society 


6.  Dates  statsatnts  wars  mads  available  to  ths  Council  on  Bnvlronasntal 
Quality  and  tha  public: 

Draft  atateaant  February  3,  1978 

Final  Stataaant 
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1.  INTRODUCTION 

I 1.1  BACKGROUND 

This  statement  is  a Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
issued  under  the  requirements  of  the  National  Environmental 
l Policy  Act  of  1969#  Section  102(2)  (C) # and  implementing 

Guidelines  issued  by  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality. 
The  "major  Federal  action  affecting  the  quality  of  the  human 
environment"  whose  impact  is  being  assessed  is  possible  U.S. 
implementation  of  standards  adopted  by  the  Conference  on 
Tanker  Safety  and  Pollution  Prevention#  London#  England# 
February  1978.  Participation  at  the  conference  is  the  first 
phase  of  inplementation  of  the  standards#  and  this  draft 
assesses  U.S.  participation  at  the  Conference. 

This  conference  is  being  sponsored  by  the  Intergovernmental 
Maritime  consultative  Organisation  (IMCO)  # the  specialized 
agency  of  the  United  Nations  concerned  solely  with  maritime 
affairs.  The  conference  will  consider  proposals  made  by  the 
United  States  for  modifications  to  the  International 
Convention  for  the  Prevention  of  Pollution  from  Ships#  1973 
(MARPOL  73) » and  the  International  Convention  for  the  Safety 
of  Life  at  Sea#  1974  (SOLAS  74)#  along  with  alternative 
proposals  developed  during  preparatory  meetings  sponsored  by 
IMCO, 

The  objective  of  the  proposed  modifications  to  MARPOL  73  and 
SOLAS  74  is  to  improve  tanker  safety  and  pollution 
prevention. 

During  the  Winter  of  1976/1977  several  tanker  casualties 
occurred  in  or  near  U.S.  waters  which  demonstrated  a need 
for  a global  effort  to  improve  both  the  levels  of  safety  and 
degree  of  pollution  protection  from  oil  tankers. 

On  the  evening  of  17  December  1976  in  Los  Angeles  Harbor# 
the  explosion  of  the  SS  SANSINENA  resulted  in  six  deaths 
plus  three  missing  and  presumed  dead#  injuries  to  58 
persons#  release  of  approximately  64  tons  of  bunker  oil  into 
the  harbor#  and  loss  of  a vessel  valued  at  twenty  one  point 
six  (21.6)  million  dollars. 

This  casualty  was  one  of  a number  of  tragic  incidents  that 
began  two  days  earlier  (15  Dec)  with  the  grounding  of  the 
ARGO  MERCHANT  twenty  eight  (28)  miles  southeast  of  Nantucket 
Island  resulting  in  the  spill  of  23  thousand  tons  of  *6  fuel 
oil  and  the  loss  of  the  vessel.  These  two  casualties  were 
quickly  followed  by  a pollution  incident  involving  the  tank 
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vessel  OSWEGO  PEACE  wherein,  16  tons  of  bunker  oil  leaked 
through  a rupture  in  the  skin  of  a tank  into  the  Thames 
River  in  Mew  London,  Conn,  on  24  December;  the  grounding  of 
the  SS  OLYMPIC  GAMES  in  the  Delaware  River  on  27  December 
resulting  in  the  spill  of  424  tons  of  crude  oil  with  no  loes 
of  life;  the  grounding  of  the  fully  loaded  ore/oil  carrier, 
SS  DAPHNE  while  approaching  a harbor  in  Puerto  Rico  on  28 
December;  the  explosion  and  fire  on  board  the  ore/oil 
carrier  SS  MARY  ANN  on  1 January  in  the  Atlantic  Ocean 
resulting  in  injuries  to  two  crewmembers;  the  disappearance 
of  the  fully  loaded  (26  thousand  tons  of  *6  oil)  tank  vessel 
SRAND  ZENITH  in  the  North  Atlantic  Ocean  enroute  Providence, 
3.1.  around  2 January  19.77;  the  grounding  on  4 January  1977 
sf  the  tankship  UNIVERSE  LEADER  in  the  Delaware  River  with 
io  loss  of  cargo;  the  loss  of  the  coastwise  U.S.  tanker 
:h ESTER  A.  POLING  on  10  January  due  to  structural  failure  in 
:he  Atlantic  Ocean  with  the  loee  of  one  life;  the  lose  of 
:he  tanker  IRENES  CHALLENGER  in  the  North  Pacific  Ocean  on 
17  January  with  three  crewmembers  missing;  the  explosion  of 
:he  EXXON  SAN  FRANCISCO  while  in  a U.S.  port  on  27  January 
rith  the  loss  of  three  lives;  the  striking  of  the  Hopewell 
{ridge  in  Virginia  on  24  February  1977  by  the  U.S.  Flag 
:hemical  carrier  SS  MARINE  FLORIDIAN  as  a result  of  a 
steering  gear  malfunction;  and  the  explosion  of  the  CLAUDE 
:ONWAY  in  the  Atlantic  Ocean  on  27  March  1977  resulting  in 
che  loss  of  twelve  lives  and  the  vessel  itself. 

This  series  of  accidents  resulted  in  great  public  concern 
within  the  united  States  over  the  risks  associated  with  the 
marine  transportation  of  oil.  Demands  for  the  government  to 
take  additional  steps  to  improve  tanker  safety  and  pollution 
prevention  were  evident. 

Both  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Federal  government  and  the 
Congress  responded  to  these  demands.  An  Interagency  Oil 
Pollution  Task  Force  was  established  to  review  the  problem 
and  make  recommendations.*  As  a result,  on  March  17,  1977, 
President  Carter  announced  a series  of  desired  Federal 
government  actions*  to  deal  with  the  problem  of  marine  oil 
pollution  caused  by  oil  tankers. 

The  Presidential  Initiatives*  announced  on  March  17,  1977 
included  a diverse  but  interrelated  group  of  measures 
designed  to  reduce  the  risks  associated  with  the  maritime 
transportation  of  oil.  These  measures  are  both 
international  and  domestic  in  nature  and  scope  and  are  aimed 
at  achieving  the  following  objectives; 
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• Reduce  oil  pollution  caused  bv  tanker  accidents  and  by 
routine  operational  discharges  from  all  vessels; 

• Improve  our  ability  to  deal  swiftly  and  effectively  with 
oil  spills; 

• Provide  full  and  dependable  compensation  to  victims  of  oil 
pollution  damage; 

• Reduce  risk  of  tanker  accidents  and  resulting  loss  of  life 
and  property  damage. 

1.2  RECOMMENDED  MEASURES 

The  measures  recommended  by  President  Carter  include: 

• Ratification  of  the  International  Convention  for  the 
Prevention  of  Pollution  from  Ships  (MARPOL  73) 

• Reform  of  ship  construction  and  equipment  standards*  to 
include  for  all  oil  tankers  over  20*000  DWT 

• Double  bottoms  on  all  new  tankers; 

• Segregated  ballast  on  all  tankers; 

• Inert  gas  systems  on  all  tankers; 

• Backup  radar  and  collision  avoidance  equipment  on 
all  tankers; 

• Improved  emergency  steering  standards  for  all  tankers; 

• Where  technological  improvements  and  alternatives  can 
be  shown  to  achieve  the  same  degree  of  protection  against 
pollution  or  safety  benefits*  the  proposed  rules  will 
allow  their  use. 

• Improvement  of  international  system  of  inspection  and 
certification  of  tankers 

• Improvement  of  crew  standards  and  training*  including  any 
necessary  changes  to  licensing  and  qualification  standards 
for  American  crews*  and  upgrading  of  international 
requirements 

• Development  of  an  expanded  tanker  boarding  program  and 
marine  safety  information  system 


• Approval  of  comprehensive  oil  pollution  liability  and 
compensation  legislation 

• Improvement  of  Federal  ability  to  respond  to  oil  pollution 
emergencies 

1.3  ACTIONS  TO  CARRY  OUT  THE  PRESIDENTIAL  INITIATIVES 

In  carrying  out  the  program  announced  by  the  President,  the 
following  actions  have  taken  place  in  the  Domestic  and 
International  arenas: 

1.3. 1 Domestic 

• The  1973  Narine  Pollution  Convention  has  been  submitted  to 
the  Senate  for  ratification  and  implementing  legislation  has 
been  submitted  to  both  houses  of  Congress; 

• Proposed  regulations  incorporating  the  recommended  changes 
to  ship  construction  and  equipment  standards  have  been 
published;* 

• The  Coast  Guard  is  intensifying  its  efforts  to  improve 
qualification  and  training  of  U.S.  crews  through 
development  of  new  requirements  for  tankermen,  new  licensing 
requirements  for  pilots,  improved  requirements  for  radar 
observer  endorsement,  and  examination  of  a possible 
requirement  for  shiphandling  simulator  training  for  masters 
and  chief  mates  on  large  vessels; 

• The  Tanker  Boarding  Program  has  been  expanded  so  that  each 
foreign  tanker  calling  at  U.S.  ports  is  boarded  and  examined 
annually  for  compliance  with  all  safety  and  pollution 
standards  presently  applicable  to  foreign  flag  tankers  under 
both  domestic  regulations  and  international  agreements.  A 
Narine  Safety  Information  System  has  been  developed  to 
maintain  records  of  vessel  casualties,  pollution  incidents, 
violations  of  safety  and  pollution  prevention  regulations, 
and  names  of  vessel  owners. 

• Legislation  providing  comprehensive  oil  pollution 
liability  and  compensation  has  been  submitted,  approved  by 
the  House  and  is  awaiting  action  by  the  Senate; 

• A number  of  studies  are  in  progress  to  determine  how 
Federal  ability  to  respond  to  oil  pollution  emergencies  can 
be  improved. 
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1. 3.2  International 

• The  United  states  has  propgsed  changes  to  the  present 
international  standards  for  tanker  construction  and 
equipment  and  the  international  system  of  inspection  and 
certification  of  tankers , and  these  proposals  will  be 
considered  with  various  alternatives  proposed  by  other 
nations  at  the  international  Conference  on  Tanker  Safety  and 
Pollution  Prevention,  6-17  February  1978; 

• The  United  states  has  requested  and  IMCO  has  agreed  to 
reschedule  the  International  Conference  on  Training  and 
Certification  of  Seafarers  for  14  June-7  July  1978  from  its 
planned  date  in  the  fall  of  1978. 

1.4  PREPARATION  FOR  THE  INTERNATIONAL  CONFERENCE  ON  TANKER 
SAFETY  AND  POLLUTION  PREVENTION 

The  United  states  proposed  international  action  to  improve 
tanker  safety  and  pollution  prevention  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  in  the  Presidential  Initiatives  at  the 


thirty- sixth  session  of  the  Maritime  Safety  Committee  of 
IMCO  in  April  1977.  In  response  to  the  U.S.'s  request,  the 
MSC  agreed  on  the  following  rearrangement  of  the  work 
program,  subject  to  approval  by  the  IMCO  Council: 

(a)  to  convene  an  International  Conference  on  Tanker 
Safety  and  Pollution  Prevention  from  6 to  17  February  1978; 

(b)  to  bring  forward  the  date  of  the  Conference  on 
Training  and  Certification  of  Seafarers  to  14  June-7  July 
1978; 

(c)  to  set  up  an  Intersessional  Working  Group  on  Tanker 
Safety  and  Pollution  Prevention  (TSPP),  open  to  all  IMCO 
members  and  organizations  in  consultative  status,  to 
consider  in  detail  the  United  states  proposals  as  well  as 
any  other  alternative  or  additional  proposals; 

(d)  to  hold  a joint  Maritime  Safety  Committee/Marine 
Environmental  Protection  Committee  (MSC/MEPC)  meeting  from 
10  to  21  October  1977  to  formulate  proposals  and 
documentation  for  the  Conference. 

This  altered  work  schedule  was  approved  by  the  IMCO  Council 
in  May  1977  and,  as  a result,  the  meetings  shown  in  Table  1 
were  conducted  in  preparation  for  the  February  Conference. 
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Table  1 


REVISED  SCHEDULE  OF  IMCO  MEETINGS  HELD  DURING  1977  TO 
PREPARE  FOR  FEBRUARY  1*78  TANKER  SAFETY  AND  POLLUTION 
PREVENTION  CONFERENCE 

April  1977.  U.S.  proposed  international  action; 

M8C  agreed  to  rearrange  work  program  and 
schedule  conference  for  Feb  1978. 

May  1977  ..  Secretary  Adams  presented  statement  to  imco 

Council;  approved  work  program  and 
conference  scheduled. 

In ter sessional  Working  Group  on 
tanker  safety  and  pollution  prevention 
(TSPP) , 1st  session 

June  1977  ••••....  .MEPC,  7th  session,  concurred  with 

action  by  MSC  and  Council 
TSPP,  2nd  session 

July  1977  TSPP,  3rd  session 

September  197J  Subcommittee  on  Safety  of  Navigation, 

20th  session 

October  1977  Joint  MSC/MEPC  Meeting 

December  1977  MEPC,  8th  session 
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1.5  THE  PRESENT  INTERNATIONAL  AGREEMENTS 


In  1973  IMCO  convened  an  international  Conference  on  Marine 
Pollution  which  adopted  an  International  Convention  for  the 
Prevention  of  Pollution  from  Ships*  1973  (MAR POL  73)*  which 
would  supersede  the  1954  Oil  Pollution  Convention  (as 
amended) . This  convention  broadened  earlier  regulations  for 
dealing  with  oil  pollution  from  ships  and  introduced  new 
requirements  relating  to  other  forms  of  pollution  such  as 
noxious  liquid  substances*  harmful  substances  in  packaged 
forms*  sewage  and  garbage. 

With  respect  to  the  discharge  of  oil*  Annex  I of  the 
Convention  maintains  substantially  similar  criteria  to  those 
specified  in  the  1969  Amendments  to  the  1954  Oil  Pollution 
Convention  but  also  contains  several  new  requirements  which 
will  have  profound  effects  particularly  on  the  operations  of 
oil  tankers.  These  are: 

(a)  the  definition  of  "oil"  has  been  broadened  to  mean 
petroleum  in  any  form  including  crude  oil*  fuel  oil*  sludge* 
oil  refuse  and  refined  products  (other  than  petrochemicals) ; 

(b)  for  new  tankers*  the  total  quantity  of  oil  which  may 
be  discharged  into  the  sea  due  to  operations  must  not  exceed 
1/30*000  of  the  total  quantity  of  the  particular  cargo  of 
which  the  residue  formed  a part; 

(c)  oil  tankers  must  be  fitted  with  oil  discharge 
monitoring  and  control  equipment*  including  a recording 
device  to  provide  a continuous  record  of  any  discharge; 

(d)  any  ship  of  400  gross  tonnage  and  above  must  be 
fitted  with  an  oily- water  separating  equipment  or  filtering 
system; 

(e)  certain  regions*  including  the  Mediterranean  Sea*  the 
Black  Sea*  the  Baltic  Sea*  the  Red  Sea*  and  the  "Gulfs  area" 
have  been  designated  as  "special  areas"  in  which  any 
discharge  of  oil  or  oily  mixture  into  the  sea  is  prohibited 
except  in  cases  of  "*force  majeure"; 

(f)  Parties  to  the  Convention  are  obliged  to  ensure  the 
provision  of  adequate  reception  facilities  for  residues  and 
oily  mixtures  at  oil  loading  terminals*  repair  ports  and  in 
other  ports  in  which  ships  have  such  residues  to  discharge; 
in  certain  special  areas  these  facilities  must  be  provided 
by  1 January  1977  and  must  be  adequate  for  the  reception  and 
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treatment  of  all  the  dirty  ballast  and  tank  washings  from 
tankers. 


In  addition,  tha  1973  Convantion  introduces  certain 
raquiramants  for  tha  construction  and  equipment  of  ships 
with  respect  to  tha  prevention  ox  operational  discharges  of 
oil  and  the  mitigation  of  uncontrolled  release  of  oil  should 
accidents  to  tankers  occur.  The  following  is  a summary  of 
these  requirements; 

(a)  oil  tankers  must  be  provided  with  suitable  slop  tank 
arrangements  with  the  capacity  necessary  to  retain  the  slope 
generated  by  tank  washing,  oil  residues  and  dirty  ballast 
residues; 

(b)  new  oil  tankers  of  70,000  tons  deadweight  and  above 
must  be  provided  with  segregated  ballast  tanks  of  sufficient 
capacity  to  enable  them  to  operate  safely  on  ballast  voyages 
without  recourse  to  the  use  of  oil  tanks  for  water  ballast 
except  in  very  severe  weather  conditions; 

(c)  requirements  for  tank  arrangement  and  limitation  of 
tank  sise  adopted  as  the  1971  Amendments  to  the  1954 
Convention  have  been  retained; 

(d)  new  subdivision  and  damage  stability  requirements 
have  been  introduced  to  ensure  that  tankers  can  survive 
assumed  side  or  bottom  damage  to  a degree  specified  on  the 
basis  of  their  length. 

The  Convention  will  enter  into  force  twelve  months  after 
acceptance  by  at  least  15  countries,  including  those 
representing  at  least  50  percent  of  the  gross  tonnage  of  the 
world* s merchant  shipping.  At  present  the  Convention  has 
been  ratified  by  three  countries. 

In  1974  IMCO  convened  an  International  Conference  on  Safety 
of  Life  at  sea  which  Adopted  a new  International  convention 
for  the  Safety  of  Life  at  Sea,  1974  (SOLAS  74),  which  would 
supersede  the  1960  Safety  Convention  and  also  introduced 
simplified  procedures  fcr  amending  technical  provisions. 
SOLAS  74  includes  requirements  for  inert  gas  systems  for 
new*  tankers  over  100,000  OUT  and  new  combination  carriers* 
over  50,000  DWT. 

The  inspection  and  certification,  steering,  and  radar 
requirements  are  essentially  the  same  as  those  contained  in 
SOLAS  60,  except  that  IMCO  Resolution  A. 325  (IX),  adopted  by 
the  Assembly  on  12  November  1975,  contains  standards  to 
improve  the  operation  and  reliability  of  steering  gear.  The 
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Assembly  in  its  resolution  recommended  that  the  Maritime 
Safety  Committee  seek  to  achieve  these  standards  as 
amendsmnts  to  SOLAS  *74  after  its  entry  into  force. 

SOLAS  74  will  enter  into  force  twelve  months  after 
acceptance  by  at  least  twenty-five  countries,  the  combined 
merchant  fleets  of  which  constitute  not  less  than  fifty 
percent  of  the  gross  tonnage  of  the  world* s merchant 
shipping.  Ten  countries  have  ratified  SOLAS  74.  SOLAS  74 
was  submitted  to  the  Senate  for  ratification  in  August  1976. 

1.6  ISSUES  BEFORE  THE  FEBRUARY  CONFERENCE 

The  objective  of  the  February  Tanker  Safety  and  Pollution 
Prevention  Conference  (TSPP)  is  to  develop  two  protocols 
one  modifying  MAR POL  73,  and  a second  modifying  SOLAS  74 . 

The  issues  to  be  discussed  at  the  February  Conference  are: 

• LEGAL  INSTRUMENTS  TO  BE  USED  TO  MODIFY  THE  EXISTING 
CONVENTIONS 

• INSPECTION  AND  CERTIFICATION  OF  TANKERS 

• IMPROVED  EMERGENCY  STEERING  REQUIREMENTS 

• RADAR  AND  COLLISION  AVOIDANCE  AIDS 

• DOUBLE  BOTTOMS  OR  PROTECTIVE  LOCATION  OF  SEGREGATED 
BALLAST  TANKS 

• SEGREGATED  BALLAST  TANKS  AND  ALTERNATIVE  OR  INTERIM 
MEASURES 

• INERT  GAS  SYSTEMS 

As  a result  of  the  meetings  listed  in  Table  1,  agreement 
has  been  reached  on  a number  of  the  proposals  introduced  by 
the  United  States,  and  the  other  issues  have  been  examined 
in  depth  and  further  developed  to  a point  such  that  they  can 
be  considered  by  the  February  Conference.* 

The  International  aspects  of  efforts  to  implement  the 
Presidential  initiatives  are  summarised  in  Table  2. 
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Table  2 

TANKER  SAFETY  AND  POLLUTION  PREVENTION  MEASURES 


PRESIDENTIAL  INITIATIVES 

DOMESTIC 

ACTION 

RBOUIRBD 

INTERNATIONAL 

ACTION 

REQUIRED 

Ratification  of  MARPOL  73 

yes 

international 

—isBlisEiisDS 

Reform  of  Ship  construction  and 
equipment  standards 

Double  bottoms 

Segregated  ballast 

Inert  Gas  systems 

Second  radar  and  collision 
avoidance  assistance 

Improved  emergency  steering 

yes 

proposed 

regulations 

published 

5/16/77 

yes  * 

TSPP 

Conference 
February  1978 

Imorove  International  System  of 
inspection  and  certification 

no 

yes  * 

TSPP  conference 

Improve  crew  standards  and  training 

U.S.  requirements 

yes 

no 

Internatibnal  requirements 

no 

yes-June  Conf* 

Expanded  tanker  boarding  program  and 
marine  safety  information  system 

yes 

no 

Approve  oil  pollution  liability  and 
compensation  legislation 

yes 

International 

implications 

Improve  Federal  ability  to 
respond  to  oil  pollution  emergencies 

yes 

no 

* Treated  in  this  impact  statement 


10-14 


^ 1 


1.7  RELATIONSHIP  OF  THIS  ACTION  TO  PREVIOUS  U.S.  ACTIONS 

The  U.S.  proposals  covered  in  this  impact  statement  are 
consistent  with  national  regulations  published  as  proposed 
rules  in  the  Federal  Register  on  16  May  1977.*  The  primary 
thrust  of  this  action,  and  previous  U.S.  actions  since 
MARPOL  *73  is  the  reduction  of  both  accidental  and 
operational  pollution  of  the  seas  by  oil  from  tankers.  The 
previous  U.S.  actions  are: 

October  1973  - Completion  of  MARPOL  '73  in  London, 

England.  The  U.S.  has  not  ratified  MARPOL  '73  yet,  but  the 
convention  was  submitted  to  the  Senate  on  22  March  1977  for 
advice  and  consent.  (By  regulation,  however,  the  U.S.  has 
in  effect  implemented  Annex  I of  the  Convention  dealing  with 
oil  pollution.)  Three  countries  have  ratified  MARPOL  *73 
but  it  is  not  yet  in  force. 

November  19J4  - Completion  of  SOLAS  '74  in  London, 

England.  The  U.S.  has  not  ratified  SOLAS  *74,  but  the 
convention  was  submitted  to  the  Senate  on  31  August  1976  for 
advice  and  consent.  Ten  countries  have  ratified  SOLAS  '74 
but  it  is  not  yet  in  force. 

14  October  1975  - Final  U.S.  regulations  were  published 
making  segregated  ballast  tanks  (SBT)  and  operational 
discharge  standards  of  MARPOL  '73  applicable  to  U.S.  flag 
tank  vessels  in  the  domestic  trade. 

8 January  1976  - Final  requirements  were  published  for  the 
defensive  placement  of  segregated  ballast  on  new  U.S.  tank 
vessels  over  70,000  DWT  in  domestic  trade. 

13  December  1976  - Final  U.S.  regulations  were  published 
extending  the  application  of  SBT  and  operational  discharge 
standards  of  MARPOL  '73  to  U.S.  flag  tank  vessels  in  foreign 
trade  and  foreign  tank  vessels  in  the  navigable  waters  of 
the  U.S.  These  regulations  also  extend  requirements  for 
defensive  placement  of  segregated  ballast  to  new  U.S. 
vessels  in  foreign  trade  and  to  new  foreign-flag  vessels 
entering  U.S.  waters. 

16  May  1977  - Proposed  U.S.  regulations  were  published  in 
response  to  the  Presidential  Initiatives  which  would  require 
SBT  on  additional  tankers  and  double  bottoms  on  new  tankers. 
Improved  emergency  steering  standards,  a second  radar  system 
with  a computer  aided  collision  avoidance  system  and  inert 
gas  systems  were  also  proposed. 
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1.8  RELATIONSHIP  OP  THI8  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  TO 
PREVIOUS  STATEMENTS  AND  STUDIES 

The  concept,  purpose,  costs,  benefits,  and  expected  impact 
of  segregated  ballast  and  double  bottoms  have  been  discussed 
at  length  in  previous  Environmental  Impact  statements. 
Inflationary  Impact  Statements,  study  reports,  articles  and 
other  documents.  Rather  than  repeating  this  information,  it 
can  be  found  in  the  documents  of  the  REFERENCES  section  of 
this  statement.  New  information  is  discussed  where 
necessary  to  help  assess  specific  proposed  actions. 


FOOTNOTES 

‘For  more  detailed  information  regarding  Executive 
department  action  leading  to  the  March  17,  1977 
announcement,  see  reference  13. 

2 The  white  House  Fact  sheet  — "Actions  to  Reduce  Maritime 
Oil  Pollution,"  March  18,  1927. 

•See  Appendix  A for  the  complete  text  of  the  President' 8 
message  to  the  congress  dated  March  17,  1977. 

•Federal  Register,  Volume  42,  No.  94,  Monday  May  16,  1977. 

•"New"  in  this  context  means  a ship  the  Reel  of  which  is 
laid  or  which  is  at  a similar  stage  of  construction  on  or 
after  the  date  of  coming  into  force  of  the  present 
convention. 

•"Combination  carrier"  is  a tanker  designed  to  carry  oil  or 
alternatively  solid  cargoes  in  bulk. 

TA  protocol  is  a legal  instrument  which  can  modify  an 
international  convention  that  is  not  in  force. 

•See  reference  14  for  summary  of  the  discussions  and  the 
conclusions  reached  by  the  October  Joint  MSC/MEPC  Meeting 
where  proposals  to  be  put  before  the  Conference  were 
formulated  and  documented. 
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2.  DESCRIPTION  AND  PURPOSE  OF  THE  ACTION 


2. 1 PURPOSE  OF  THE  ACTION 

The  United  States  will  participate  in  the  International 
Conference  on  Tanker  Safety  and  Pollution  Prevention,  6-17 
February  1978,  at  London,  England.  The  prime  objective  of 
U.  S.  participation  at  this  Conference  is  to  obtain 
international  actior  to  improve  tanker  safety  and  pollution 
prevention  standards.  The  changes  being  sought  are  aimed  at 
reducing  oil  pollution  caused  by  tanker  accidents  and 
routine  operational  discharges  and  at  reducing  the  risk  of 
tanker  accidents  and  resulting  loss  of  life  and  property 
damage. 

The  need  for  reduction  of  the  amount  of  oil  entering  the 
marine  environment  and  the  specific  benefits  of  these 
measures  are  discussed  in  Section  3 of  this  statement. 

2.2  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

The  Conference  will  consider  proposals  made  by  the  United 
States  to  modify  MARPOL  73  and  SOLAS  74,  along  with 
alternative  proposals  developed  by  other  IMCO  member  nations 
during  preparatory  meetings  for  the  Conference.  These 
proposals  cover  two  of  the  areas  covered  by  the  Presidential 
Iniatives:  (1)  Ship  construction  and  equipment  standards, 

and  (2)  inspection  and  certification  of  tankers. 

2.  2. 1 Ship  Construction  and  Equipment  standards 

2. 2. 1. 1 Double  bottoms  or  protective  location  of  segregated 
ballast  tanks  as  an  alternative  to  double  bottoms  fnew 
8hi£Si- 

The  United  States  proposal  would  require  a double  bottom 
beneath  the  cargo  carrying  portion  of  a seagoing  oil  tank 
vessel*s  hull  if  the  vessel  is  20,000  tons  DWT  or  more  and 
is  constructed  under  a contract  awarded  after  December  31,* 
1979.  A double  bottom  is  a cellular  construction  at  a 
vessel '8  bottom  in  which  a flat  inner  skin,  or  tank  top,  is 
placed  above  and  parallel  to  the  vessel *s  bottom,  covering 
the  bottom  framing  members.  This  construction  results  in  a 
series  of  "double  bottom"  tanks  underneath  the  vessel's 
cargo  spaces. 

The  double  bottom  would  be  required  to  have  a minimum 
height,  i.e.,  separation  between  inner  bottom  plating  and 
bottom  shell  plating,  of  at  least  the  molded  breadth  divided 
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. y * 3/15)  or  two  meters,  whichever  is  less.  The  double 
bottom  tanks  could  be  used  for  segregated  ballast#  but  could 
not  be  used  for  oil#  either  cargo  or  fuel. 

Realising  that  many  other  delegations  have  strong 
reservations  for  various  reasons  about  an  international 
requirement  for  double  bottoms#  an  alternative  concept 
capable  of  providing  equal  or  near  equal  protection  must 
receive  consideration.  Protective  location  of  segregated 
ballast  tanks  may  be  such  an  alternative  concept. 

Any  alternative  to  the  U.S.  proposal  for  double  bottoms 
should  provide  comparable  benefits  in  reduction  of  both 
accidental  oil  outflow  and  improvement  to  safety.  There  are 
differences  of  opinion  regarding  how  best  to  utilise 
segregated  ballast  tanks  as  protective  spaces  and 
uncertainties  regarding  basic  information  (such  as  accident 
probability  and  severity#  probable  damage  location  along  the 
8hip*8  length  and  around  its  girth#  longitudinal  and 
girthwise  extent  of  damage  and  penetration#  and  effect  of 
various  schemes  on  safety#  oil  outflow#  stability#  cost# 
etc.) . Much  progress  has  been  made  in  reducing  these 
uncertainties  - submission  of  some  98  preliminary  ship 
designs  and  efforts  to  present  and  analyze  information  for 
grounding  and  collision  accidents  and  resulting  oil  outflows 
are  notable  examples.  Development  of  more  rational 
approaches  or  formulae  taking  into  account  statistical  data 
on  size  and  position  of  damage  as  well  as  resulting  oil 
outflow  will  take  some  additional  time. 

A formula  specifying  the  desired  area  of  side  and  bottom 
shell  to  be  protected  as  a function  of  total  side  and  bottom 
shell  areas  within  the  cargo  tank  length  as  a constraint  for 
location  of  segregated  ballast  tanks  could  be  a satisfactory 
approach  to  protective  location  of  SBT  provided  the 
following  questions  are  answered: 

1.  What  portion  of  the  total  shell  area  should  be 
protected? 

2.  What  minimum  separation  distance  between  shell  plating 
and  the  tank  to  be  protected  should  be  specified  for  vessel 
side  and  bottom? 


Present  U.S.  standards  for  segregated  ballast  spaces  require 
distribution  to  protect  at  least  45*  of  the  total  side  and 
bottom  shell  area  within  the  cargo  tank  length.  Proposed 
national  regulations  for  double  bottoms  require  at  least  a 
two  meter  separation  between  cargo  tank  boundaries  and  shell 
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plating.  At  least  a 2 meter  separation  between  cargo  tank 
boundaries  and  side  shell  plating  should  also  apply  to  any 
proposal  regarding  protective  location  of  SBT. 

These  constraints  would  require  new  tankers  to  be  built  with 
double  bottoms,  double  sides,  staggered  wings  (with  wing 
bulkheads  located  further  outboard  then  is  usual  today)  , or 
some  combination  of  these.  Based  on  review  of  the 
preliminary  ship  designs  prepared  for  the  joint  MSC/MEPC 
meeting  and  experience  with  the  current  national  SBT/PL 
regulations,  45%  coverage  may  be  achieved  with  reasonable 
changes  to  current  design  practice.  A 2 meter  double  bottom 
should  eliminate  or  substantially  reduce  oil  outflow  in  the 
large  majority  of  grounding  incidents. 

With  regard  to  side  protection  it  is  recognized  that  with  a 
given  volume  of  segregated  ballast  spaces,  a trade  off 
exists  between  total  area  of  protection  and  depth  of 
provided  protection.  A relatively  small  area  (with  large 
depth)  can  be  protected  against  most  hazards,  including  fire 
or  explosion  following  a major  collision,  or  a relatively 
large  area  (with  lesser  depth)  can  be  protected  against  some 
hazards.  Protective  location  of  SBT  should  afford  large 
areas  with  some  hazard  protection. 

Some  pertinent  questions  regarding  protective  location  of 
SBT  are: 

a.  What  constraints  should  be  placed  on  location  of  SBT, 

b.  What  effects  will  these  constraints  have  on  tanker 

design, 

c.  What  effect  will  these  changes  in  tanker  design  have 

on; 

1.  Oil  outflows,  both  operational  and  accidental, 
resulting  frost  collision  or  grounding, 

2.  Safety,  particularly  risk  of  fire,  explosion  or 
asphyxiation  during  tank  entry, 

3.  Cost,  both  initial  and  operating, 

4.  Vessel  operation, 

5.  Vessel  salvage  following  collision  or  grounding!. 
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iris  U3  Segregated  ballast  tanka  and  alternative  or  inters, 
measures.  — — ~ 

2. 3. 1. 2. 1 Segregated  Ballast 

The  U.S.  proposal  would  require  that  all  seagoing  oil  tank 
vessels  (new  and  existing)  of  20,000  DWT  or  more  have  a 
segregated  ballast  capability.  Vessels  would  have  to  be 
equipped  with  segregated  ballast  tanks  which  are  completely 
separated  from  the  cargo  oil  and  oil  fuel  systems  and  which 
are  permanently  allocated  to  the  carriage  of  water  ballast. 
Enough  segregated  ballast  capacity  must  be  provided  to 
enable  the  vessel  to  meet  specific  minimum  draft  and  maximum 
trim  requirements  in  any  ballast  condition  at  any  stage  of  a 
ballast  voyage,  including  the  condition  of  lightweight  plus 
segregated  ballast  only.  The  propeller  must  also  be  fully 
immersed. 

The  intent  of  this  requirement  is  to  provide  vessels  with 
enough  segregated  ballast  capacity  that  the  ship  may  be 
operated  safely  on  ballast  voyages  without  putting  water 
ballast  in  oil  tanks  except  in  unusually  severe  weather. 

The  master  of  the  vessel  would  be  permitted  to  place 
additional  ballast  water  in  oil  tanks  in  cases  where  he 
feels  it  must  be  done  for  the  safety  of  the  ship. 

2.2. 1.2. 2 Clean  Ballast 

During  preparatory  meetings,  the  concept  of  clean  ballast 
tanks  was  proposed  as  an  interim  means  of  phasing  in 
segregated  ballast,  without  distortion  of  competition  among 
vessel  operators.  This  concept  can  be  quickly  implemented 
on  all  vessels  since  piping  and  tank  arrangement 
modifications  are  not  required. 

The  Clean  Ballast  Tank  (CBT)  system  is  a method  whereby 
certain  tanks  within  the  cargo  area  of  the  ship  are 
dedicated  for  the  carriage  of  clean  ballast  water.  The 
piping  and  pumping  systems  can  be  common  for  both  ballast 
water  and  the  cargo.  Structural  modifications  are  not 
necessary  for  the  implementation  of  a clean  ballast  system 
in  existing  ships  (other  than  f ree-f low  tankers) . The 
capacity  of  dedicated  clean  ballast  tanks  must  be  sufficient 
so  that  additional  ballast  is  not  normally  needed  (the  same 
minimum  capacity  as  for  segregated  ballast) . 

The  implementation  of  CBT  eliminates  the  oil/water  mixture 
created  by  dirty  ballast  water  under  anticipated  weather 
conditions  and  therefore  the  need  for  washing  those  tanks 
dedicated  to  CBT.  When  located  against  the  shell  of  the 
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ship,  clean  ballast  tanks  may  provide  a defensive  space  to 
reduce  oil  outflow  in  the  event  of  collision  or  grounding. 

The  clean  ballast  concept  has  the  following  disadvantages  as 
opposed  to  the  segregated  ballast  concept: 

1.  There  is  the  need  to  flush  out  the  common 
cargo/ballast  piping  to  prevent  oil/water  mixture  in  the 
clean  ballast  tank.  Failure  to  properly  flush  out  the 
piping  may  result  in  significant  pollution. 

2.  Since  common  cargo/ballast  piping  is  utilized,  the 
risk  of  contamination  due  to  leakage  is  increased. 

3.  Enforcement  is  difficult  because  the  effectiveness  of 
CBT  is  dependent  upon  good  operating  practice,  rather  than 
built-in  design  features. 

4.  An  excess  of  tonnage  may  be  removed  from  cargo 
■carriage  in  order  to  meet  CBT  requirements.  In  addition  to 
meeting  draft  requirements,  selection  of  tanks  for  CBT  must 
also  satisfy  ship  loading  limitations  and  pumping  needs. 

Thus  in  some  cases  the  selection  cf  tanks  dedicated  for  CBT 
will  require  more  than  just  the  optimal  amount  of  ballast  to 
meet  the  draft  criteria,  resulting  in  "wasted"  deadweight 
capacity. 

The  clean  ballast  tank  concept  would  be  utilized  as  an 
interim  measure  prior  to  the  inqplementation  of  segregated 
ballast  in  alternative  proposals  being  recommended  for 
consideration  by  the  IMCO  Conference.  The  United  States  has 
added  this  concept  to  its  original  proposal.  It  will  not 
replace  the  requirement  for  segregated  ballast  but  will,  for 
the  time  it  takes  to  implement  segregated  ballast,  offer  a 
significant  improvement. 

2. 2. 1.2. 3 Crude  oil  Washing 

Crude  oil  Washing  (COW)  is  a tank  cleaning  procedure 
proposed  by  the  United  Kingdom  and  supported  by  others  as  an 
alternative  to  the  retrofit  of  Segregated  Ballast  Tanks 
(SBT)  on  existing  crude  carriers  of  70,000  or  more  DWT. 

The  cleaning  procedure  is  similar  to  conventional  tank 
cleaning  with  seawater,  except  that  crude  oil  is  used  as  the 
washing  medium.  Its  application  consists  of  crude  oil 
discharged  through  fixed  tank  washing  machines  positioned  so 
that  oil  impingement  upon  internal  tank  bulkheads  and 
structures  results  in  a cleansing  action  of  the  oil  residue 
remaining  after  cargo  discharge.  Being  thixotropic,  the 
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spray  action  and  subsequent  run-down  places  oil  residue  back 
into  suspension  so  that  the  combination  of  remaining  cargo 
and  residue  can  be  collected  by  the  installed  stripping 
system  and  discharged  into  another  cargo  tank  or  ashore  with 
the  rest  of  the  cargo. 

Thus  COW  is  generally  performed  while  discharging  cargo, 
rather  than  at  sea  where  conventional  tank  washing  is  done. 
Clean  ballast  tanks  can  be  achieved  by  water  rinsing  the 
tanks  following  a crude  oil  wash  and  prior  to  ballasting. 

There  are  technical  questions  which  must  be  answered  to 
assess  COW  as  an  alternative  to  SBT  retrofit.  Significant 
questions  together  with  some  responses  to  these  questions 
are  as  follows: 

1.  How  is  the  level  of  desired  effectiveness  defined? 

The  level  of  effectiveness  is  best  defined  as  a crude  oil 
washed  cargo  tank  being  nearly  free  from  oil  and  sediment. 

In  this  regard  an  optimal  level  of  effectiveness  would  be 
attained  when  a crude  oil  washing  system  removed  sufficient 
oil  and  residue  so  as  to  make  water  washing  unnecessary. 

The  objective  is  to  be  able  to  discharge  the  ballast 
contents  of  such  a tank  directly  into  the  sea  without 
violating  the  discharge  standards  of  M ARPOL  73. 

2.  How  is  the  proper  number  and  location  of  fixed  washing 
machines  determined? 

Two  methods  can  be  used.  One  method  utilizes  shadow 
diagrams  where  lines  are  drawn  from  tips  of  the  washing 
machines  to  parts  of  the  tank  to  be  washed.  This  method 
identifies  "shadow  areas"  where  direct  impingement  may  not 
occur  and  splash-back  effect  and  run  down  will  have  to  be 
relied  upon  for  cleaning.  The  other  method,  used  in  more 
complicated  tank  structures,  relies  on  a pin-point  light 
source  to  identify  similar  areas.  The  ultimate 
determination  of  course  is  a visual  inspection  of  a tank 
following  a crude  oil  wash. 

3.  How  is  adequate  stripping  and  tank  drainage  defined? 

Adequate  stripping  and  tank  drainage  are  achieved  when  the 
tank  bottom  is  dry  following  crude  oil  and  water  wash 
cycles.  In  this  regard,  the  comments  set  forth  to  question 
•1  above  apply.  Adequate  stripping  and  drainage 
necessitates  that  the  capacity  of  the  stripping  system  be 
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sized  to  exceed  the  combined  capacity  of  all  tank  washing 
machines  which  may  be  operating  at  any  one  time. 

4.  How  is  the  influence  of  different  types  of  crude  oil 
on  crude  oil  washing  effectiveness  determined? 

This  can  be  done  by  utilizing  different  crude  oils  for  COW 
and  determining  effectiveness  as  discussed  in  comments  to 
question  *1.  Most  experience  has  been  gained  with  Arabian 
crudes,  while  no  experience  has  been  reported  with  crude 
oils  from  the  Western  hemisphere. 

5.  How  is  it  insured  that  properly  trained  crews  are 
aboard,  including  adequate  manning  during  the  period  when 
close  supervision  is  essential? 

Qualifications  for  persons  to  assume  charge  of  crude  oil 
washing  operations  must  include  previous  experience  with  COW 
or  completion  of  an  approved  training  program.  Further, 
such  a person  should  be  familiar  with  the  specific  equipment 
aboard  that  ship  and  the  content  of  its  Operation  and 
Equipment  Manual.  Other  persons  responsible  for  particular 
COW  operations  should  have  commensurate  experience  and/or 
training. 

6.  What  control  measures  can  be  established  to  insure 
desired  effectiveness? 

Good  initial  design  of  the  COW  system,  particularly  with 
regard  to  location  of  fixed  washing  machines  and  adequacy  of 
the  stripping  system  is  an  important  measure  to  insure  COW 
effectiveness.  Other  measures  include  crew  training, 
examination  of  oil  record  books,  tank  inspection,  and 
examination  of  ballast  discharge. 

The  following  advantages  and  disadvantages  have  been 
identified  with  COW: 

Advantages 

The  primary  advantage  of  crude  oil  washing  is  that  it 
provides  a method  whereby  nearly  all  residue  and  sediment 
can  be  removed  from  cargo  tanks  and  discharged  with  the 
cargo.  This  in  turn  provides  two  benefits;  one  in  the  form 
of  increased  economic  return  because  of  greater  cargo 
outturn,  and  the  other  in  the  form  of  a reduction  in 
potential  for  operational  pollution. 


The  potential  for  operational  pollution  is  reduced  because 
of  the  relatively  small  quantities  of  oil/water  mixtures 
which  must  be  handled  following  a crude  oil  washing  cycle. 
These  reductions  are  accounted  for  as  follows: 

Cargo  tank  utilized  for  clean  ballast  (arrival 
ballast)  require  only  a short  water  rinse. 

Cargo  tanks  utilized  for  dirty  ballast  (departure 
ballast)  have  only  small  quantities  of  oil  remaining. 

Cargo  tanks  not  required  for  ballast  need  no  water 
washing. 

Tanker  operators  have  an  economic  incentive  to  perform  COW 
because  of  expected  greater  and  more  consistent  outturn  of 
cargo.  Further,  because  less  seawater  is  introduced  into 
cargo  tanks  and  piping,  cargo  is  of  slightly  higher  quality. 
Removal  of  residue  from  cargo  tanks  by  COW,  while  enabling 
vessels  to  maintain  consistent  deadweight  capacity,  reduce 
both  periodic  cleaning  costs  and  cost  of  preparation  for 
shipyard  entry.  This  in  turn  contributes  towards  a 
reduction  in  potential  for  operational  pollution. 

COW  has  proven  to  be  cost  effective  on  large  tankers. 

Disadvantages 

a.  More  time  is  required  at  the  terminals  if  COW  cannot 
be  completed  within  the  time  alloted  for  discharge  of  cargo. 
This  is  a function  of  the  ability  of  specific  terminals  to 
receive  cargo  and  the  number  of  tanks  to  be  cleaned. 

b.  Some  types  of  crude  oil  probably  cannot  be  used  in  the 
COW  process. 

c.  cow  can  result  in  an  increased  level  of  cargo  vapors 
being  discharged  to  the  atmosphere.  This  occurs  when  tanks 
are  ballasted  following  a crude  oil  wash.  Prevention 
requires  simultaneous  ballasting  and  cargo  discharge  with 
commensurate  piping  design  to  allow  "cascading”  of  vapors 
from  one  tank  to  the  next.  This  becomes  more  complicated 
because  trim  requirements  must  also  be  taken  into 
consideration . 

d.  Effective  COW  is  dependent  upon  operational  procedures 
and  equipment  maintenance  as  well  as  good  design. 
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In  addition  to  technical  questions  which  must  be  answered 
regarding  COW,  the  application  of  COW  as  an  alternative  to 
SBT  raises  additional  issues. 

For  safety  reasons  COW  requires  that  an  Inert  Gas  System  be 
installed  and  used;  therefore,  the  economic  incentive  for 
COW  diminishes  as  vessel  sice  decreases.  These  costs  stay 
nearly  constant  while  the  benefits  decrease  in  proportion  to 
vessel  size.  Thus,  as  vessel  size  decreases,  so  does  the 
economic  incentive  for  its  installation.  The  sise  vessel 
where  COW  becomes  unattractive  is  not  precisely  known  and  is 
affected  by  additional  factors  such  as  vessel  age,  crew 
qualifications,  design  and  capacity  of  installed  stripping 
systems,  and  terminal  receiving  capabilities.  However,  if 
inert  gas  systems  are  required  for  all  tank  vessels  the 
economic  incentive  for  COW  increases. 

Crude  oil  washing  applies  as  its  name  suggests  - to  crude 
carriers.  Because  it  cannot  be  used  aboard  product 
carriers,  it  cannot  be  considered  as  an  alternative  for  SBT 
aboard  those  vessels,  which  generally  are  smaller  than  crude 
carriers. 

Thus,  at  least  for  the  present,  application  of  COW  is  best 
suited  for  installation  aboard  large  crude  carriers. 

2. 2. 1.3  Inert  gas  systems. 

The  U.S.  proposal  would  require  that  an  inert  gas  system 
(IGS)  be  fitted  on  all  tank  vessels  of  20,000  DWT  or  more, 
kn  inert  gas  system  is  a method  for  providing  a gas  or 
mixture  of  gases  to  the  cargo  tanks  so  deficient  in  oxygen 
that  the  atmosphere  within  a tank  may  be  rendered  inert, 
i.e.,  incapable  of  propagating  flame.  The  capacity  of  the 
system  together  with  the  method  of  operation  and  control  is 
such  as  will  enable  an  inert  condition  to  be  safely 
maintained  within  the  cargo  tank  spaces  at  any  time  during 
the  commercial  operating  cycle  of  the  vessel. 

In  addition  to  protecting  the  tanks  from  explosion  during 
tank  cleaning  operations  (when  it  is  the  most  critical)  and 
any  other  time  when  the  tanks  are  not  undergoing  tank 
cleaning,  a good  quality  inert  gas  reduces  internal  tank 
corrosion  and  can  produce  higher  cargo  discharge  rates  by 
utilizing  the  IGS  pressure  to  aid  the  cargo  pumps,  thereby 
reducing  tank  vessel  turn  around  time. 
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2. 2. 1 . 4 "Package*  proposals. 

The  Joint  MSC/MEPC  Meeting  held  in  October  1977  recognized 
that  the  questions  of  segregated  ballast  tanks,  alternative 
and  interim  measures  (e.g.,  clean  ballast  tanks,  crude  oil 
washing) , and  inert  gas  systems  were  closely  related  to  each 
other.  In  developing  alternative  proposals  to  be  considered 
at  the  February  Conference,  the  Joint  Meeting  agreed  that 
alternative  proposals  for  SBT,  CBT,  COW,  and  IGS  should  take 
the  form  of  "package"  proposals  addressing  specific 
alternatives  and  indicating  the  extent  of  application  of  the 
requirements  to: 

• new  or  existing  oil  tankets; 

• crude  oil  tankers  or  product  carriers; 

• deadweight  of  ships  above  which  requirements  should  apply; 

• date  from  which  the  requirements  should  become  effective. 

At  the  Joint  Meeting,  numerous  specific  proposals  containing 
these  elements  were  put  forward  by  delegations.  These  were 
reduced  to  two  major  package  proposals,  i.e..  Package  1 and 
Package  2,  each  containing  proposed  draft  texts  for 
inclusion  in  Protocols  modifying  MARPOL  73  and  SOLAS  74. 
These  two  "package"  proposals  will  be  considered,  along  with 
the  original  United  states  proposal  for  SBT  and  IGS  at  the 
February  Conference.  These  "package”  proposals  are  shown  in 
Tables  3,  4,  and  5. 

2. 2. 1.5  Radar  and  collision  avoidance  aids. 

The  United  states  proposal  would  require  all  ships  of  10,000 
tons  gross  tonnage  and  upwards  to  be  fitted  with  two  radars 
each  capable  of  operating  independently  of  the  other  and 
each  of  a type  approved  by  the  Flag  State.  Primarily,  this 
would  provide  a "back  up"  in  the  event  of  failure  of  the 
primary  radar.  Additionally,  however,  it  would  improve  the 
information  gathering  capability  of  the  vessel  by  permitting 
one  X-band  and  one  S-band  device,  or  by  having  one  radar  on 
long  range  for  navigation  while  the  other  is  on  short  range 
for  maneuvering,  or  one  for  the  pilot,  one  for  the 
master/mate,  etc. 

The  United  states  also  proposed  that  all  ships  of  10,000 
tons  gross  tonnage  and  upward  be  fitted  with  collision 
avoidance  aids  (CAA»s)  capable  of  operating  in  accordance 
with  internationally  agreed  operational  standards  developed 
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United  States  Proposal 


(i)  Tonnage  limit  (dwt) 
In)  Implementation 


Table 


Table 


by  the  Organization  (IMCO) . The  joint  meeting  of  the 
MSC/MJSPC  was  of  the  opinion  that  a mandatory  requirement  of 
such  an  aid  would  be  premature  at  this  stage  until 
internationally  agreed  user  requirements  and  operational 
performance  standards  for  such  aids  have  been  developed,  it 
was  agreed  that  these  standards  should  be  prepared  as  a 
matter  of  urgency  and  when  completed  should  be  made  a 
mandatory  requirement.  These  standards  shall  be  developed 
by  1 July  1979.  The  U.S.  did  not  agree  with  this  position 
in  its  entirety — desiring  that  mandatory  installation  be 
required  immediately  upon  standards  development  for  the 
equipment. 

A collision  avoidance  aid  enhances  the  safety  and  efficiency 
of  a vessel  in  several  ways.  With  an  acquisition  alarm,  it 
can  alert  V*®  watchstander  to  new  threats  early  on,  as  they 
appear  on  the  scope.  It  relieves  him  of  the  need  to 
manually  plot  contacts,  thereby  freeing  him  to  continue 
other  vital  tasks  while  providing  him  with  a threat 
evaluation  in  30-60  seconds.  A manual  solution  can  take  6-9 
minutes.  More  complex  aids  can  provide  him  with  safe 
maneuver  information  ox  even  evaluate  the  "outcome"  of  a 
trial  maneuver,  overall,  a CAA  provides  the  watchstanders 
with  accurate  threat  information  when  operating  in  certain 
areas  and  the  time  to  evaluate  and  act  on  it.  This  provides 
a safer  maneuvering  capability  and  provides  the  mariner  with 
a better  knowledge  and  understanding  of  his  overall 
situation. 

2. 2. 1 .6  Improved  emergency  steering  standards 

The  United  states  submitted  a general  proposal  to  improve 
the  steering  capability  of  new  and  existing  oil  tankers  of 
20,000  OUT  or  greater  at  the  3rd  session  of  the  Tanker 
Safety  and  Pollution  Prevention  working  group  of  IMCO.  The 
proposed  improvement  in  steering  capability  should  reduce 
the  probability  of  collisions  and  grounding  of  tankers 
caused  by  steering  failure  and  should  therefore,  reduce  the 
risk  of  oil  pollution,  property  damage,  personal  injury  and 
death  that  could  result  from  such  accidents. 

The  proposal  would  require  each  oil  tanker  of  20,000  DWT  or 
more  that  uses  a full  follow-up  type  steering  gear  control 
system  to  have  a steering  failure  alarm  that  would  provide 
an  audible  and  visible  warning  in  the  pilothouse.  This 
proposed  alarm  system  is  to  be  separate  of  each  steering 
gear  control  system  on  the  vessel,  thereby  preventing 
failure  of  the  alarm  in  the  event  of  a failure  of  a 
component  of  the  control  system.  If  the  vessel  is  steered 
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by  means  other  than  the  follow-up  type,  constant  use  of  a 
rudder  angle  indicator  is  necessary;  or  if  automatic 
steering  gear  control  equipment  is  used,  alarms  are  built 
into  the  equipment.  In  these  means  of  steering,  early 
warning  of  a steering  failure  is  provided,  precluding  the 
need  of  an  additional  warning. 

The  proposal  would  also  require  that  a means  be  provided  to 
recover  control  of  the  rudder  within  45  seconds  after 
detection  of  a failure  of  the  steering  gear  control  system 
in  use.  This  may  be  accomplished  with  either  two  separate 
and  independent  steering  gear  control  systems  (including 
differential  controllers)  or  procedures  and  associated 
equipment  for  manning  the  steering  gear  spaces  or  other 
alternative  steering  stations. 

The  Netherlands  and  the  USSR  each  responded  to  the  U.S. 
initiative  with  alternate  proposals  for  improvement  of 
steering  gear.  The  Netherlands  proposal  contains  nearly  all 
the  standards  of  the  U.S.  proposal  and  in  addition  would 
require  new  tankers  of  20,000  OUT  or  greater  to  comply  with 
regulation  13(b)  of  Resolution  A-325(IX).  As  recommended  by 
the  Assembly,  this  regulation  applies  to  new  vessels  of 
70,000  gross  tons  and  upward  and  would  require  two  or  more 
identical  power  units,  an  alternate  steering  gear  control 
system,  steering  gear  power  unit  failure  alarms  and  an 
automatically  activated  alternate  power  supply.  The  USSR 
proposal  would  replace  regulations  29  and  30  in  SOLAS  '74 
with  regulations  13  and  14  of  Resolution  A-325(IX)  and 
contains  the  same  application  of  regulation  13 (b)  as  the 
Netherlands  proposal.  Comments  and  proposals  submitted  by 
four  other  nations  favored  either  minimal  change  or  no 
change  to  existing  steering  gear,  stating  in  principle  that 
additional  equipment  introduces  additional  risks.  No  other 
proposal  offers  manning  as  a means  to  improve  steering  gear 
reliability. 

2.2.2  Inspection  and  Certification 

The  U.S.  proposal  recommended  the  following  changes  to  the 
inspection  and  certification  regulations  of  SOLAS  74  to 
assist  in  improving  the  safety  of  tank  vessels: 

a.  A specific  definition  for  the  age  of  a ship. 

b.  Require  the  Flag  State  to  authorize  non-governmental 
nominated  surveyors  or  organizations  to  board  ships  without 
obtaining  permission  from  the  owners,  to  assign  certain 
responsibilities  to  these  organizations  and  to  require  that 
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the  administrations  carry  out  ad-hoc  interim  inspections 
during  the  periods  of  validity  of  the  ships'  certificates. 

c.  Addition  of  Invert  Gas  Systems  as  an  equipment  to  be 
surveyed  prior  to  issuance  of  a Cargo  Ship  Safety  Equipment 
Certificate. 

d.  Examinations  for  issuance  of  Safety  Equipment 
Certificates  shall  be  every  24  months  with  intermediate 
examinations  when  the  vessel  is  over  10  years  of  age. 

e.  Examinations  for  issuance  of  Safety  construction 
Certificates  shall  be  every  5 years  with  an  intermediate 
examination  when  the  tanker  is  over  10  years  of  age. 
Requirements  for  examinations  of  tankers  have  been  more 
clearly  defined  to  identify  the  special  hazard  areas  such  as 
pump  rooms,  cargo  venting  and  handling  systems  and 
electrical  systems  in  hazardous  locations. 

f.  Tightening  of  the  flag  state  and  port  state  control  of 
vessels  to  ensure  vessel  compliance  with  regulations, 
reporting  of  deficiencies,  and  investigation  of  deficient 
conditions. 

2. 2.3  Other  Issues  to  be  Covered  at  the  Conference 

2. 2. 3. 1 Acceleration  of  entry  into  force  of  the  Convention 
and  the  1973  MARPOL  Convention 

The  joint  MSC/MEPC  meeting  considered  two  draft  resolutions 
setting  target  dates  for  entry  into  force  of  the  1974  SOLAS 
Convention  and  the  1973  MARPOL  Convention.  The  following 
observations  were  made  on  the  subject: 

1.  The  setting  of  target  dates  for  the  entry  into  force 
of  the  1974  SOLAS  and  the  1973  MARPOL  Convention  was  a 
policy  matter  to  be  decided  by  the  February  conference; 

2.  Although  it  would  be  practicable  to  recommend  a target 
date  for  the  entry  into  force  of  the  1974  SOLAS  Convention, 
it  would  not  be  possible  to  make  any  assesment  of  a possible 
entry  into  force  of  the  1973  MARPOL  Convention  at  this 
stage. 

It  was  pointed  out  that  the  difficulties  in  the 
implementation  of  the  1973  MARPOL  Convention  lay  not  only 
with  Annex  II  but  also  with  Annex  I,  such  as  the 
availability  of  the  prescribed  suitable  oil  discharge 
monitoring  and  control  equipment  and  of  adequate  reception 
facilities. 
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2. 2. 3. 2 Marine  Safety  CorP8 


During  the  discussions  at  the  Maritime  Safety  Committee, 
several  delegations  stressed  the  importance  of  effective  and 
universal  implementation  of  existing  conventions  relating  to 
maritime  safety  and  prevention  of  marine  pollution.  It  was 
recognized,  however,  that  due  to  a shortage  of  trained 
maritime  experts,  many  countries  found  it  difficult  to 
ensure  the  complete  observance  of  these  international 
standards  although  they  recognized  fully  that  the  universal 
observance  of  such  standards  was  essential  for  the 
protection  of  their  own  maritime  interests  including  marine 
environment,  in  this  context  a suggestion  was  made  for  the 
establishment,  under  the  aegis  of  IMCO,  of  a Marine  Safety 
Corps  consisting  of  a team  of  maritime  experts  who  would  be 
experienced  surveyors  possessing  high  professional 
qualifications  in  nautical,  engineering  or  naval 
architecture  disciplines.  When  a country  required  technical 
assistance  for  the  purpose  of  securing  advice  on  various 
matters  connected  with  the  incrementation  of  international 
conventions,  initially  a two-man  team  drawn  from  the  Marine 
Safety  Corps  could  undertake  a six-week  assignment  to  visit 
that  country  for  providing  the  requisite  assistance. 

The  type  of  assistance  which  could  be  provided  by  experts 
of  the  Marine  Safety  Corps  might  include  the  following: 

(a)  A review  of  national  maritime  safety  rules  and 
regulations  in  light  of  the  relevant  international 
Conventions. 

(b)  Advice  on  national  organizations  required  to 
administer  and  enforce  the  national  rules  and  regulations 
relating  to  maritime  safety. 

(c)  Advice  on  arrangements  for  ensuring  survey  and 
inspection  of  ships  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  or 
relevant  international  Conventions,  Recommendations,  etc. 

(d)  A review  of  the  role  of  classification  societies  in 
the  inspection  of  ships  of  flag  States  and  of  the  manner  in 
which  surveyors  and  inspectors  in  other  States  might  assist. 

(e)  An  examination  of  the  casualty  enquiry  procedures  and 
advice  on  the  need  for  improvements  required,  if  any. 

(f)  Formulation  of  proposals  for  longer  term  technical 
assistance,  where  required  by  the  country  concerned,  until 
national  personnel  are  available,  for  developing  and 


maintaining  efficient  marine  administration  and  inspection 
arrangements  when  experts  from  other  countries  are 
withdrawn. 

A draft  resolution  for  consideration  by  the  February 
Conference  calls  for  1MCO  to  formulate  arrangements  for 
making  such  advice  and  assistance  available  by  the 
establishment  and  utilisation  of  a Marine  Safety  Corps. 

2. 2. 3. 3 Control  of  discharges  under  the  1969  Admendments  to 
the  1954  Oil  pollution  Convention 

Since  contravention  of  the  Oil  Pollution  Convention 
generally  takes  place  outside  the  immediate  control  and 
knowledge  of  the  Flag  States  it  is  important  to  insure  that 
there  is  a ready  flow  of  information  concerning  alleged 
contraventions  in  order  to  facilitate  enforcement  by  those 
states.  The  joint  MSC/MEPC  meeting  prepared  a draft 
Assembly  Resolution  which  contained  guidelines  suggesting 
how  the  information  flow  may  be  expedited  with  the  purpose 
of  achieving  effective  enforcement  of  the  Convention  as 
amended  in  1969.  The  guidelines  were  drafted  in  order  to 
facilitate  such  enforcement,  and  neither  represent  any 
extension  of  the  control  procedures  provided  by  the 
Convention,  nor  an  interpretation  of  it.  The  draft 
resolution  was  adopted,  unchanged,  on  14  November  1977  as 
IMCO  Assembly  Resolution  A391(x),  Procedures  For  the  Control 
of  Discharges  Under  the  international  Convention  for  the 
Prevention  of  Pollution  of  the  Sea  by  Oil,  1954  (as  amended 
in  1969)  . 

Along  with  the  above  Resolution  two  other  draft 
resolutions  were  sent  to  the  Assembly  at  the  same  time. 

These  resolutions: 

1.  Urge  that  Governments  communicate  to  IMCO  information 
about  action  taken  in  respect  of  8hips|  flying  their  flags 
which  are  reported,  in  accordance  with,  the  provisions  for 
the  control  of  ships  of  the  international  Convention  for  the 
Safety  of  Life  at  Sea,  1960  and  of  the  International 
Convention  on  Load  Lines,  1966,  as  not  complying  fully  with 
the  requirements  of  these  Conventions. 

2.  Recommend  that  a Contracting  Government  notify  the 
Organizaion  on  each  occasion  in  which  it  furnishes  another 
Contracting  Government  with  particulars  in  writing  of 
evidence  that  a ship  registered  in  the  latter  State's 
territory  has  contravened  the  International  Convention  for 
the  Prevention  of  Pollution  of  the  Sea  by  Oil,  1954  (as 
amended  in  1969)  . 
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3.  Recommend  that  the  Contracting  Government  which  has 
received  such  particulars  advise  the  organisation  and  the 
other  Contracting  Government  (within  six  months  of  receipt) 
the  results  of  the  investigation  which  it  has  taken  and  that 
it  further  advise  the  Organization  and  the  other  Contracting 
Government  of  the  results  of  any  proceedings  taken  against 
the  owner  or  master  of  the  ship  when  such  results  are  known 
to  it. 

These  resolutions  were  adopted  by  the  1MC0  Assembly  on  14 
November  197?  and  are  part  of  Resolution  A391(x). 
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3.  PROBABLE  IMPACT  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION  ON  THE  MARINE 
ENVIRONMENT 

3.1  QUESTIONS  TO  BE  ANSWERED 

In  approaching  the  problem  of  assessing  U.S.  participation 
in  the  February  TSPP  Conference  and  the  possible  impacts  on 
the  marine  environment  one  can  ask  the  following  questions: 

1.  How  does  oil  pollution  from  tankers  occur? 

i.  How  serious  is  the  problem? 

3.  What  has  Already  been  done  to  correct  the  problem? 

4.  Why  aren't  existing  measures  adequate,  i.e.,  why  are 
additional  steps  necessary? 

5.  What  additional  steps  are  proposed? 

6.  What  impact  would  these  changes  have  on  the  situation? 
we  shall  consider  each  of  these  questions  in  turn. 

1.  How  does  oil  pollution  occur? 

The  processes  by  which  oil  reaches  the  oceans  as  a result  of 
both  routine  tank  vessel  operations  and  tank  vessel 
accidents  have  been  described  in  previous  environmental 
impact  statements  and  reports.  See  in  particular  pages  23- 
41  of  reference  (1),  pages  11-13  of  reference  (13),  pages  8- 
9 of  reference  (15),  and  pages  6-9  of  reference  (16). 

2.  How  serious  is  the  problem? 

No  one  knows  for  sure.  There  is  no  general  agreement,  even 
among  experts.  See  for  example,  reference  (6),  pages  104- 
107  (reproduced  in  references  (1)  and  (13));  reference  (15), 
pages  7-8;  reference  (16),  page  17;  and  reference  (18). 

3.  what  has  already  been  done  to  correct  the  problem  of  oil 
pollution  from  tankers? 

International  oil  pollution  control  measures  are  described 
in  reference  (15).  Recent  changes  to  U.S.  requirements  are 
described  in  previous  environmental  impact  statements, 
references  (1)  and  (2). 


4.  Why  aren*  t these  measures  adequate,  l.e, , why  are 
additional  steps  necessary? 

A series  of  tanker  accidents  in  and  around  U.S.  waters 
during  December  1976  and  January  1977  prompted  both  the 
Executive  Branch  of  the  Federal  Government  and  the  Congress 
to  review  the  "tanker  safety  and  pollution  prevention 
problem"  and  the  measures  then  in  effect  to  correct  the 
problem.  As  a result  of  these  review  efforts,  both  the 
President  and  members  of  Congress  were  convinced  that,  among 
other  things,  changes  to  tanker  construction  and  equipment, 
and  inspection  and  certification  were  necessary.  The 
President  announced  the  program  described  in  Section  1 of 
this  statement,  and  during  1977  legislation  incorporating 
similar  requirements  was  passed  by  the  Senate  and  sent  to 
the  House  for  action. 

5.  What  additional  steps  are  proposed? 

The  steps  proposed  by  President  Carter  are  described  in 
Section  1 of  this  statement.  The  various  proposals  for 
international  action  which  will  be  considered  by  the 
February  TSPP  Conference  are  described  in  Section  2.2  of 
this  statement. 

6.  What  impact  would  these  changes  have  on  the  situation? 

Impacts  on  the  marine  environment  will  be  discussed  in  the 
next  two  sections.  Other  impacts  will  be  described  in 
Sections  3.4  through  3.6. 

3.2  PROCEDURE  FOR  ASSESSING  IMPACTS  ON  THE  MARINE 
ENVIRONMENT 

We  are  concerned  with  three  categories  of  impact  on  the 
"human  environment": 

• operational  oil  pollution; 

• accidental  oil  pollution; 

• deaths,  injuries,  and  property  damage. 

Here  we  will  adopt  the  definition  of  marine  pollution 
attributed  to  GASAMP  in  reference  (15): 

"Marine  pollution  means  the  introduction  by  man,  directly 
or  indirectly,  of  substances  or  energy  in  the  marine 
environment  (including  estuaries)  resulting  in  such 


10-  37 


deleterious  effects  as  her*  to  living  resources*  hazard  to 
human  health*  hindrance  to  marine  activities*  including 
fishing  and  other  legitimate  uses  of  the  sea*  impairment 
of  the  quality  for  use  of  sea-water  and  reduction  of  the 
amenities" . 

The  sequences  of  "causal  factor— condition— effect"  for  each 
of  these  three  impact  categories  is  shown  in  Figures  1*  2* 
and  3. 

Considering  first  the  impacts  on  operational  and  accidental 
oil  pollution*  we  would  like  to  be  able  to  directly  assess 
the  impact  of  the  environmental  losses  (risk  of 
environmental  damage)  shown  at  the  bottom  of  Figure  1 and  2 
of  various  proposed  changes  to  ship  construction  and 
equipment  standards*  and . inspection  and  certification 
requirements.  However*  our  current  knowledge  of  the 
relationship  between  oil  inputs  to  the  marine  environment 
and  risk  of  environmental  damage  does  not  permit  such  a 
direct  evaluation,  hbout  the  best  we  can  do  at  this  stage 
is  to  estimate  the  impact  of  the  proposals  on  the  quantity 
of  oil  entering  the  water  in  two  geographical  areas: 

1.  Worldwide*  recognizing  that  the  U.S.*  along  with  other 
countries*  has  an  interest  in  maintaining  the  quality  of  the 
world *8  oceans  as  a whole*  and 

2.  in  0. S.  waters*  defined  as  within  50  miles  of  the  U.S. 
coastline  for  purposes  of  this  analysis*  recognizing  that  we 
may  be  more  concerned  about  oil  inputs  close  to  our  shores 
than  further  at  sea  or  even  adjacent  to  some  other  country* s 
shores. 

The  procedure  used  for  assessing  impact  of  various  proposals 
on  oil  inputs*  deaths*  injuries*  and  property  damage  is 
summarized  on  Figure  4.  Referring  to  Figure  4*  information 
in  the  top*  left*  and  lower  boxes  must  be  combined  in  an 
assessment  of  the  impact  on  the  criteria  shown  in  the  right** 
hand  box. 

In  assessing  the  inpact  of  the  various  elements  of  the 
protocol  alternatives  on  oil  outflow*  deaths*  injuries*  and 
property  damage*  the  following  procedure  will  be  used: 

1.  We  will  use  the  term  measure  to  refer  to  the 
individual  elements  of  the  protocol  alternatives*  i.e.*  DB* 
SBT/PL*  SBT*  CBT*  COW*  IGS*  etc. 
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Figure  1 TANK  VESSEL  OPERATIONAL  OIL  OUTFLOW  SEQUENCES 


Operation: 

Ballasting  & deballasting 
Tank  cleaning  for  shipyard  entry 
Tank  cleaning  to  remove  sludge 
Tank  cleaning  on  product  tankers 
to  insure  cargo  purity 
Oil  leakage  into  machinery  space  bilges 

Segregated  ballast 
Crude  washing 

Oily  mixture 
(water  + oil) 


Discharge  of  oily 
mixture  overboard 


Load-on-top/ retentlon-on-board 
Discharge  restrictions 
Information  on  procedures 


Oil  enters  water 


t 

Losses 

(risk  of  environmental  damage) 

Effects  on  habitats 
Effects  on  aquatic  organisms, 
populations,  and  communities 
Effects  on  seabirds 
Direct  impact  on  humans 
tar  and  oil  on  beaches 
possible  human  health  effects 
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Figure  2 TANK  VESSEL  ACCIDENTAL  OIL  OUTFLOW  SBQU8NCBS 


Changes 


Prevent  Accidents 

Standards  of  Training  and  Watchkeeping 
Navigation  Safety  requirements 
LORAN-C 


Transfer  spills 

Collision 

Ramming 

Grounding 

Fire  and  explosion 

Breakdown 

Structural  failure 

i- — 

Oil  Enters  the  Water 


Protective  spacer 
Double  Bottom 
Strike  Teams 


Strike  Teams 
Containment 
Cleanup 

Terminal  siting 

Effects  on  habitats 
Effects  on  aquatic  organisms, 
populations,  and  communities 
Effects  on  seabirds 
Direct  Impact  on  hroans 
tar  and  oil  on  beaches 
possible  h\nan  health  effects 


Hull  damaged 

Oil  pumped  overboard  in  order  to 
lighten  ship 


Losses 

(risk  of  environmental  damage) 
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MEASURES 


Indorsation  on  Protocol  Altornativoa 

Ship  Construction  and  Equipment  Standards 
SET/CBT,  COW,  IQS 
OB  or  SBT/PL 
Radar  and  CAA 

Isprovesents  to  eaergency  steering 

Inapoctlon  and  Certification 

Applicability  of  above  changes  toi 
nee  or  existing  oil  tankers 
crude  oil  tankers  or  product  carriers 
site  of  ships  (deadeeight) 

data  rsgulr.asanta  hornao  effective 


Figure  4 PROCEDURES  US  BO  FOR  ASSESSING  THB  IMPACT  OP  PROTOCOL 
ALTERNATIVES  ON  OIL  INPUTS  AND  SAFETY 
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2.  He  will  use  the  term  criteria  to  refer  collectively  to 
the  things  we  are  interested  in,  i.e.,  operational  and 
accidental  oil  inputs  and  safety  (measured  in  terms  of 
deaths,  injuries,  and  property  damage). 

3.  He  will  identify  which  measures  are  expected  to  have 
an  impact  on  which  criteria. 

4.  Then  identify  how  we  expect  these  measures  to  have  an 
impact  on  the  criteria. 

5.  Identify  what  factors  we  expect  to  have  an  influence 
on  the  degree  of  impact  the  measures  will  have  on  the 
criteria. 

6.  Attempt  to  quantitatively  assess  the  degree  of  impact 
the  measures  will  have  on  the  criteria. 

Table  6 and  the  notes  to  Table  6 indicate  which  of  the 
measures  (DB,  SBT/PL,  SBT,  COW,  IGS,  etc.)  are  expected  to 
have  an  impact  on  each  of  the  criteria.  The  time  and 
resources  available  for  preparation  for  the  February 
Conference  have  not  permitted  a quantitative  evaluation  of 
all  the  impacts  identified  in  Table  6,  taking  into  account 
all  of  the  factors  indicated  at  the  bottom  of  Figure  4.  A 
number  of  the  most  important  impacts  have  been  evaluated  and 
results  of  these  evaluations  are  presented  in  the  following 
sections. 

3.3  IMPACT  OF  PROTOCOL  ALTERNATIVES  ON  OIL  INPUTS 
3.3. 1 Worldwide  Oil  Inputs 

Estimated  impacts  of  various  pollution  control  measures  on 
worldwide  oil  inputs  are  shown  in  Table  7 and  Figure  5. 

These  estimates  were  obtained  using  the  WORLD  OIL  OUTLFOW 
MODEL  and  assumptions  described  in  reference  (18) . These 
figures  represent  an  attempt  to  make  a realistic  appraisal 
of  the  near-term  reduction  in  world  wide  oil  inputs, 
primarily  as  a result  of  SBT  retrofit  (as  contained  in  the 
U.S.  PROPOSAL  and  PACKAGE  1)  or.  COW  (as  proposed  in  PACKAGE 
2.)  "Near-term"  implies  worldwide  oil  movements  are  assumed 
to  be  the  same  as  1975  and  before  significant  numbers  of 
"new"  vessels  with  additional  features  enter  service.  These 
estimates  do  not  include  any  impact  that  SBT  retrofit,  COW 
or  IGS  might  have  on  accidental  oil  inputs.  At  this  point, 
not  all  of  the  impacts  identified  in  Table  6 have  been 
included  in  the  model  because  of  time  and  resource 
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Table  6 

IMPACT  OF  VARIOUS  MEASURES  ON  CRITERIA 


CRITERIA 1 

MEASURE 

OPERATIONAL 

OIL 

INPUTS 

r»'4J. 

SAFETY 
death, injury 
damage 

OTHER 

SHIP  CONSTRUCTION  AND 
EQUIPMENT  STANDARDS 

Double  bottoms (new  ships) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Protective  location  of 

SBT  (new  ships) 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Segregated  ballast  tanks 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Clean  ballast  tanks 

13 

14 

15 

16 

Crude  oil  wash 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Inert  gas  systems 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Radar  anil  collision 
avoidance  aids 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Improvements  to  emergency 
steering  standards 

29 

30 

31 

32 

INSPECTION  AND  CERTIFICATION 

33 

34 

35 

36 
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Table  6 (continued) 


The  following  notes  attempt  to  Identify  which  measures  may  have  an 
Impact  on  each  criteria  and  to  explain  how  these  measures  are  expected  to 
have  an  Impact  on  the  criteria.  The  objective  is  to  assemble  and  collate 
all  of  the  available  information  on  various  possible  effects  the  measures 
may  have. 

1.  The  Impact  of  OB  on  operational  oil  inputs. 

DB  will  reduce  operational  oil  inputs  by  providing  better  drainage 
of  cargo  tanks  and  reduction  of  sludge  buildup  within  the  tank.  (Assuming 
that  stiffening  members  of  inner  bottom  will  be  in  double  bottom.)  Cargo 
discharge  is  more  complete  with  a double  bottom  arrangement,  so  more  oil 
reaches  its  destination  and  less  is  discharged  overboard  as  a result  of  tank 
cleaning  operations.  Tanks  are  much  easier  to  clean  so  less  water  is  used 
in  water-washing  and  quantity  of  oily  mixtures  treated  by  LOT/ROB  is  reduced. 

(Ref  13,  page  15;  ref.  4 page  46) 

Since  more  of  the  highly  structured  wing  tanks  will  have  to  be  used  for 
cargo  on  a DB  tanker  than  on  other  segregated  ballast  designs,  there  will  be 
no  significant  decrease  in  the  horizontal  structure  upon  which  sediment  will 
accumulate  and  which  impedes  effective  washing.  Since  horizontal  areas  are 
not  significantly  different  for  DB  case,  operational  oil  inputs  will  not  be 
reduced.  (MSC/MEPC/INF.  15,  page  9,  by  the  United  Kingdom). 

2.  Impact  of  DB  on  accidental  oil  outflows. 

If  new  tankers  are  built  with  DB,  some  of  the  groundings  of  these  vessels 
that  would  otherwise  result  in  oil  outflows  would  not  result  in  oil  outflow. 

In  cases  where  grounding  of  a double  bottom  tanker  does  result  in  oil  outflow, 
the  outflow  will  be  smaller  than  it  would  have  otherwise  been  due  to  the 
"trapping"  effect  of  the  double  bottom.  (Ref  13,  page  15;  ref  4,  page  46) 

Double  bottoms  are  unlikely  to  affect  outflows  in  a situation  where  a vessel 
grounds  hard  and  is  broken  up  due  to  the  action  of  heavy  seas. 

Double  bottoms  will  not  be  of  benefit  in  those  situations  where  the  vessel 
does  not  go  aground  with  sufficient  energy  to  penetrate  the  bottom  shell  plating. 

3.  Impact  of  DB  on  Safety 

a.  Impact  of  DB  on  possibility  of  salvage  of  a tanker  after  grounding. 

The  effect  of  DB  on  the  possibility  of  salvage  of  a grounded  tanker 
is  uncertain.  If  a vessel  with  empty  DB  tanks  grounds  with  enough  force 
to  penetrate  the  bottom  shell  plating,  these  tanks  will  be  flooded  and  the 
resulting  loss  in  buoyancy  will  mean  the  vessel  will  be  harder  aground 
than  if  it  did  not  have  double  bottom  tanks,  all  other  things  being  equal. 
This  may  be  a critical -factor  in  salvage  of  the  vessel  if  weather  worsens. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  smaller  volume  of  the  double  bottom  tanks  (compared 
to  cargo  tanks)  may  reduce  the  overall  loss  of  buoyancy  if  the  inner 


10-  45 


Table  6 (continued) 


bottom  Is  not  penetrated.  There  are  so  many  variables  which  affect 
success  of  salvage  operations  that  It  Is  Impossible  to  say  what  effect 
double  bottoms  may  have  on  possible  salvage  of  a tanker  after  grounding. 
(Variables  In  salvage:  how  hard  the  vessel  Is  aground,  bottom  conditions, 
weather,  sea  conditions,  availability  of  salvage  assistance,  loading  of 
the  vessel,  etc.)  (ref  13,  p.  15,20) 

"It  Is  the  current  view  of  salvage  experts  In  the  United  States  that 
in  nearly  all  grounding  incidents  a double  bottom  tanker  will  have  a 
higher  probability  of  ultimate  survival  and  successful  salvage  than  a 
single  bottom  tanker  similar  in  all  other  respects."  (U.  S.  paper  on 
Double  Bottoms  submitted  to  February  1978  Conference  on  Tanker  Safety 
and  Pollution  Prevention.) 

b.  Potential  for  fire  or  explosion  in  double  bottom  space. 

Effect  of  DB  on  risk  of  fire/explosion  is  uncertain.  See  Ref  13, 
pg.  20-23  for  discussion. 

c.  Impact  of  DB  on  safety  of  personnel  entering  DB  spaces. 

DB  construction  increases  the  number  of  spaces  which  will  require 
inspection,  cleaning,  ventilation  and  maintenance,  with  attendant  in- 
creased risks  to  personnel  carrying  out  these  tasks.  Additional  hazards 
will  be  introduced  by  the  need  to  provide  access  and  venting  arrangements 
for  DB  tank  spaces.  (MSC/MEPC/INF.  15,  page  9,  by  the  United  Kingdom). 

d.  Impact  of  DB  on  safety  of  personnel  entering  cargo  tanks. 

DB  construction  (with  inner  bottom  framing  in  the  DB)  makes  cargo 
tank  cleaning  and  inspection  much  easier,  faster,  and  less  hazardous  due 
to  the  absence  of  the  internal  framing  normally  found  in  the  bottom  of 
cargo  tanks.  DB  construction  thus  increases  safety  of  personnel  entering 
cargo  tanks. 

4.  No  affect. 

5.  Impact  of  SBT/PL  (new  ships)  on  operational  oil  inputs. 

SBT/PL  (new  ships)  will  have  same  impact  on  operational  oil  inputs 
as  SBT  discussed  in  item  9.  below.  If  SBT/PL  is  arranged  in  DB  it  will 
have  impacts  discussed  in  1.  above. 

6.  Impact  of  SBT/PL  (new  ships)  on  accidental  oil  inputs. 

The  intent  of  requiring  protective  location  of  SBT  is  to  selectively  locate 
segregated  ballast  tanks  in  way  of  the  cargo  spaces  to  provide  a measure 
of  protection  in  case  of  grounding  or  collision.  In  assessing  the  impact 
of  SBT/PL,  pertinent  questions  are: 
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a.  What  constralnta  should  be  placed  on  the  location  of  SIT? 

b.  What  effect  will  these  constraints  have  on  tanker  design? 

c.  What  effect  will  these  changes  in  tanker  design  have  on  accidental 
oil  outflows  resulting  from  collisions  and  groundings? 

The  February  Conference  will  consider,  as  an  alternative  to  double 
bottoms,  the  use  of  a formula  specifying  protected  area  of  side  and 
bottom  shell  as  a function  of  total  side  and  bottom  shell  area  within 
the  cargo  tank  length  to  constrain  the  location  of  segregated  ballast  tanks. 
The  Conference  must  develop  answers  to  the  following  questions: 

What  portion  of  the  total  shell  area  is  to  be  protected?  What  minimum 
separation  distance  between  the  shell  and  tank  to  be  protected  should  be 
specified  for  vessel  side  and  bottom? 

The  United  States  believes  that  segregated  ballast  spaces  should  be  distributed 
so  that  at  least  451  of  the  total  side  and  bottom  shell  area  within  the 
cargo  tanks  is  protected  and  that  protective  spaces  should  separate  the  cargo 
tank  boundaries  from  the  shell  plating  of  the  vessels  by  at  least  2 meters, 
whether  the  spaces  are  located  on  the  side  or  bottom.  These  constraints 
would  require  chat  new  tankers  be  built  with  double  bottoms,  double  sides, 
staggered  wing  tanks  (with  wing  bulkheads  located  further  outboard  then 
is  usual  today),  or  some  combination  of  these.  There  is  a difference  of 
opinion  among  naval  architects  and  ship  designers  concsrning  how  to  best  utilize 
segregated  ballast  tanks  as  protective  spaces.  This  difference  of  opinion  is 
largely  due  to  uncertainties  over  basic  information  on  accident  probability  and 
severity,  probable  damage  location  along  the  ships  length  and  around  its  girth, 
longitudinal  and  girth  wise  extend  of  damage,  and  penetration.  With  a given 
volume  of  segregated  ballast  spaces,  there  is  a tradeoff  between  the  total 
area  to  be  protected  and  the  depth  of  protection  provided.  A relatively  small 
area  can  be  protected  against  most  hazards,  including  fire  or  explosion  following 
a major  collision,  or  a relatively  large  area  can  be  protected  against  some 
hazards.  Segregated  ballast  protective  location  arrangements  which  used  double 
bottoms  would  affect  a portion  of  the  outflow  from  groundings.  Segregated  bal- 
last protective  locations  which  used  staggered  wings  or  double  sides  would  affect 
a portion  of  outflow  from  both  groundings  and  collisions  depending  on  the 
area  of  the  ship  which  was  covered.  The  Coast  Guard  believes  that  segregated 
ballast  spaces  distributed  so  that  at  least  451  of  the  total  side  and  bottom 
shell  area  are  covered  would  be  equally  as  effective  in  reducing  accidental 
oil  outflows  in  U.  S.  waters  as  would  a requirement  for  double  bottoms. 

7.  Impact  of  SBT/PL  on  Safety. 

SBT/PL  may  avoid  explosion  or  fire  following  a collision  if  the  collision 
occurs  in  the  way  of  a segregated  ballast  tank.  This  will  not  be  the  case 
if  the  segregated  ballast  is  located  in  the  double  bottom  or  if  the  segre- 
gated ballast  tank  la  not  deep  enough  on  the  side  to  avoid  penetration  in 
the  case  of  collision. 
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Table  6 (continued) 


8.  No  effect. 

9.  Impact  of  SBT  on  operational  oil  lnputa. 

SBT  reduces  operational  oil  outflows  by  nearly  eliminating  oll/vater 
mixtures  created  by  ballaatlng  of  cargo  tanks  or  tank  cleaning  to  provide 
clean  ballast.  SBT  does  not  reduce  oil  remainders,  cllngage,  and  sediment 
in  cargo  tanks.  There  Is  some  indication  that  SBT  may  reduce  the  amount 
of  sediment  formation  by  reducing  the  amount  of  water  washing  of  cargo 
tanks.  SBT  does  not  eliminate  cargo  tank  washing  for  sludge  and  sediment 
removal. 

10.  Impact  of  SBT  on  accidental  oil  inputs. 

SBT,  when  located  against  the  shell  of  the  ship,  provides  a defensive 
space  which  may  reduce  oil  outflow  In  the  event  of  collision  or  grounding. 

In  case  of  collision  or  grounding  to  a loaded  tanker,  cargo  might  be  trans- 
ferred from  a damaged  tank  to  an  empty  segregated  ballast  tank  to  avoid 
loss  of  oil  overboard,  if  some  way  of  transferring  can  be  found.  SBT  may 
result  in  the  possibility  of  greater  oil  outflow  In  groundings  as  the 
result  of  probably  greater  freeboard  of  a segregated  ballast  tanker 
as  compared  to  a conventional  tanker. 

11.  Impact  of  SBT  on  safety. 

SBT  may  reduce  loss  of  life  and  property  damage  following  collision  If 
the  collision  occurs  In  the  way  of  a segregated  ballast  tank  rather  than  a 
cargo  tank  and  fire  or  explosion  does  not  result  from  the  collision. 

12.  No  effect. 

13.  Impact  of  CBT  on  operational  oil  Inputs. 

CBT  has  the  same  advantages  for  reducing  operational  pollution  as  claimed 
above  for  SBT. 

14.  Same  as  item  10.  for  SBT. 

15.  No  effect. 

16.  No  effect. 

17.  Impact  of  COW  on  operational  oil  Inputs. 

COW  reduces  oil  remaining  on  board  the  ship  when  It  leaves  the  discharge 
port,  and  therefore  reduces  the  amount  of  oily  mixtures  created.  COW 
gives,  a large  reduction  In  water  washing,  consequently,  as  large  reduction 
In  oil/water  mixtures.  COW  may  not  be  applicable  to  certain  crude  oils 
and  Is  not  applicable  to  black  product  and  white  product  carriers. 
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Table  6 (continued) 


18.  COW  has  no  affect  on  accidental  pollution. 

19.  COW  nearly  eliminates  manual  tank  cleaning  operations,  thus  reducing  risk 
to  tank  cleaning  personnel. 

20.  COW  may  increase  hydrocarbon  emissions  into  the  atmosphere  unless  steps  are 
taken  to  control  or  eliminate  such  discharges.  COW  will  reduce  the  need 
for  oily  waste  reception  facilities  (See  Section  3.3.3) 

21.  No  effect. 

22.  Impact  of  .ICS  on  accidental  oil  inputs. 

ICS  may  have  some  small  Impact  on  accidental  oil  Inputs  by  avoiding 
oil  outflow  following -fire  and  explosions. 

23.  Impact  of  IGS  on  safety. 

IGS  is  expected  to  have  an  important  impact  on  safety.  Risk  of  fire  and 
explosion  during  tank  washing  and  loading  and  discharge  should  be  greatly 
reduced. 


24.  No  effect. 


25.  No  effect. 


26.  Impact  of  Radar  and  CAA  on  accidental  oil  Inputs. 


Requirements  for  a second  radar  and  CAA  equipment  would  affect 
accidental  oil  inputs  to  the  degree  thev  reduce  the  probability  of 
tanker  grounding  and  collision  accidents  through  the  methods  discussed 
in  27. 

27.  Impact  of  Radar  and  CAA  on  safety. 

Requirements  for  a second  radar  would  provide  greater  reliability 
for  source  of  radar  information  for  collision  avoidance  and  navigation 
functions.  Primarily  this  would  provide  a "back  up"  in  case  of  failure 
of  the  primary  radar,  but  it  would  also  Improve  the  amount  and  quality  of 
information  available  by  permitting  use  of  one  X-band  and  one  S-band 
device,  or  by  having  one  radar  set  on  long  range  for  navigation  use  while 
the  other  is  on  short  range  for  use  in  maneuvering,  or  one  for  use  by 
the  pilot  and  one  for  maater/mate,  etc.  Better  information  would  permit 
better  performance  of  collision  avoidance  and  navigation  tasks  and  result 
in  lower  risk  of  collision  or  grounding. 


CAA  would  also  provide  better  information  for  collision  avoidance 
function,  alerting  the  watchstander  to  collision  threats,  providing  relief 
from  manual  plotting  tasks,  faster  threat  evaluation,  and  perhaps  even 
safe  maneuver  information  or  results  of  a trial  maneuver.  Better  informa- 
tion provided  by  CAA  should  result  in  more  effective  performance  of  colli- 
sion avoidance  function  and  lower  risk  of  collision. 
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28.  No  effect. 

29.  No  effect. 

30.  Impact  of  improvements  to  emergency  steering  on  accidental  oil  Inputs. 

Improvements  to  emergency  steering  requirements  could  affect  accidental 
oil  Inputs  through  avoiding  oil  outflow  following  a collision,  ramming,  or 
grounding  accident  resulting  from  steering  failure.  Accident  records 
indicate  that  frequency  of  oil  outflow  as  a result  of  steering  failure 
is  very  low. 

31.  Impact  of  improvements  to  emergency  steering  on  safety. 

Improvements  to  emergency  steering  are  expected  to  improve  safety 
through  helping  to  avoid  collision,  rananlng  and  grounding  accidents 
resulting  from  steering  failures.  The  incidence  of  accidents  resulting 
from  steering  failures  is  relatively  low. 

32.  No  effect. 

33.  Impact  of  Inspection  and  certification  requirements  on  operational  oil 
inputs. 

The  primary  impact  of  changes  to  international  vessel  inspection 
and  certification  requirements  would  be  improved  maintenance  of  equipment 
and  systems  to  which  new  requirements  would  apply.  Systems  included 
which  would  have  an  impact  on  operational  oil  outflows  are  oily  water 
separators,  oil  content  monitoring  and  control  systems,  COW  (if  adopted 
as  part  of  new  Protocols),  and  pumproom.  Improved  maintenance  should 
result  in  more  effective  LOT  and  COW  and  less  oil  in  pumproom  bilges. 

34.  Impact  of  inspection  and  certification  requirements  on  accidental  oil 
inputs . 

Impact  of  changes  to  inspection  and  certification  requirements  on 
accidental  oil  inputs  would  be  through  reduction  in  probability  of  cargo 
transfer  spills,  fires  and  explosions  resulting  in  oil  outflow,  and 
structural  failures  resulting  in  oil  outflow.  New  inspection  and  certi- 
fication requirements  should  result  in  better  maintenance  of  cargo  transfer 
piping  systems  and  less  risk  of  cargo  transfer  spills  as  a result  of 
piping  system  failures.  Impact  on  flres/exploslons  and  structural  failures 
is  discussed  in  35. 

35.  Impact  of  inspection  and  certification  requirements  on  safety. 

Changes  to  inspection  and  certification  should  lead  to  improved 
maintenance  and  material  condition  of  cargo  tank  venting  systems,  cargo 
piping  systems,  pumproom  ventilation  systems,  and  electrical  equipment 
in  hasardoua  areas.  These  improvements  should,  in  turn,  result  in  reduced 
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risk  of  fire  or  explosion.  Inspection  and  certification  changes  and  result- 
ing changes  In  structural  examination  procedures  used  by  classification 
societies  should  also  result  In  reduced  probability  of  structural  failures 
of  tankers.  Inspection  and  certification  changes  will  also  result  In 
improved  maintenance  of  navigation  equipment  and  resulting  reduction  1a 
probability  of  grounding  accidents. 

No  effect. 


10-  51 


Table  7 

IMPACT  OF  VARIOUS  MEASURES  ON  WORLDWIDE  OIL  INPUTS 

NEAR  TERM 


Case  or  Protocol 

Alternative  Estimated  Worldwide 

Oil  Outflow 
(thousands  of  metric 
tons  per  year) 


Baseline 

3396 

1969  Amendments  to 

1954  Convention 

1079 

MARPOL  73 

861 

U.  S.  Proposal  (Table  3) 

666 

Package  1 (Table  4) 

668 

Package  2 (Table  5) 

621-782 

Notes : 

1.  Baseline  case  assumes  no  measures  are  taken  to  avoid 
operational  oil  outflows  (no  LOT/ROB,  no  use  of  reception 
facilities,  all  oily  mixtures  discharged  to  the  sea). 

2.  1969  Amendments  and  MARPOL  73  assume  agreements  enter  into 
force  and  all  ships  attempt  to  comply,  some  do  reasonably 
well,  and  others  do  poorly. 

3.  Evaluation  of  Protocol  Alternatives  (U.S.  Proposal,  Package 
1,  and  Package  2)  based  on  near-term  benefit  due  to  SBT 
retrofit  on  existing  ships  or  requirement  for  COW  on  existing 
ships  as  required  by  each  "package". 

4.  Range  of  estimates  for  Package  2 results  from  range  of  input 
assumptions  reflecting  uncertainty  over  00W  effectiveness 
and  enforceability.  For  a discussion  of  these  questions 
see  Section  2. 2. 1.2. 3 Crude  Oil  Washing. 
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limitations.  The  model  does,  however,  allow  the  most 
complete  and  systematic  appraisal  of  the  important  variables 
possible. 

As  indicated  in  Figure  5,  the  measures  being  considered  at 
the  the  February  TSPP  Conference  appear  to  offer  a potential 
reduction  in  worldwide  oil  inputs  in  the  order  of  20*  to  30S 
from  the  levels  that  could  be  achieved  by  full 
implementation  of  MAR POL  73.  This  reduction  is  due  to 
retrofit  of  SBT  to  existing  vessels  or  use  of  COW  on 
existing  ships. 


3. 3.2  Oil  Inputs  to  U.S.  Waters  (50  Miles) 

Examination  of  assumptions  used  in  earlier  estimates  of 
operational  oil  inputs  to  U.S.  waters  (reference  1)  lead  to 
the  conclusion  that  when  MARPOL  73  is  fully  in  force  a 
reasonable  assumption  might  be  that  "operational  oil  input 
to  U.S.  waters  (within  50  miles  of  the  coast)  will  be 
negligibly  small  compared  to  accidental  inputs."  Therefore 
the  protocol  alternatives  being  considered  at  the  conference 
will  affect  oil  inputs  to  U.S.  waters  only  through  their 
impact  on  accidental  oil  outflows. 


From  Table  6,  the  following  measures  are  expected  to  have  an 
impact  on  accidental  outflows: 

Note  2.  Double  bottoms  (new  ships) 

Note  6.  Protective  location  of  SBT  (new  ships) 

Note  10.  SBT  on  existing  vessels 
Note  14.  CBT  on  existing  vessels 
Note  22.  1GS 
Note  26.  Radar  and  CAA 

Note  30.  improvements  to  emergency  steering  standards 
Note  34.  Inspection  and  certification. 


Accidents  are  commonly  defined  as  "inadvertent  or  unexpected 
events."  Accident  research  is  concerned  with  delineating  in 
mathematical  terms  the  interrelationships  of  the  variables 
which  combine  to  cause  accidents.  Researchers  in  this  field 
are  changing  from  the  view  that  an  accident  is  an 
unforeseen,  unanticipated  event  that  could  not  be  helped,  to 
the  view  that  an  accident  can  be  considered  as  "a  positive, 
eminently  successful  event  that  is  inevitable  when  preceded 
by  a series  of  one  or  more  accident  enabling  factors  or 
conditions  which  have  to  be  present  and  without  which  the 
accident  cannot  occur."  Today,  however,  in  the  case  of 
tanker  accidents  we  are  still  a long  way  from  having 
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identified  these  accident  enabling  factors  and  the 
interrelationships  among  them. 

This  makes  prediction  of  the  effects  of  various  measures  on 
the  probability  of  an  occurrence  of  accidents  a difficult 
and  hazardous  task,  in  addition#  another  problem  lies  in 
the  nature  of  oil  spill  statistics.  The  great  majority  of 
accidental  spills  are  small#  but  the  very  few  large  spills 
account  for  most  of  the  volume  of  oil  spilled.  Statistics 
which  add  up  and  average  out  spills  ignore  this  essential 
characteristic  of  oil  spills#  and  thus  tend  to  give  an 
erroneous  impression  of  the  real  risks  involved.  All  of 
which#  at  this  stage  of  development  of  our  knowledge  of 
tanker  accident  causal  factors  and  accidental  oil  outflow 
results#  tends  to  make  prediction  of  the  effect  of  various 
measures  on  future  accidents  and  resulting  oil  outlfows  a 
somewhat  subjective  and  tentative  thing. 

At  this  point#  the  impact  of  accidental  oil  outflow  in  U.S. 
waters  has  been  carried  out  only  for  double  bottoms  (on  new 
ships)  and  for  protective  location  (PL)  of  SBT  (on  new 
ships) . (It  is  assumed  the  SBT/PL  requirement  would  specify 
45%  area  coverage.)  It  is  estimated  these  two  alternatives 
would  have  nearly  an  equal  impact#  offering  potential  for 
approximately  a 50%  reduction  in  the  estimated  annual  oil 
input  to  U.S.  waters  from  collision#  ramming#  and  grounding 
accidents  (reduction  from  5#000  tons/year  to  2# 600 
tons/year) . This  potential  would#  of  course#  be  realized 
only  as  tankers  with  DB  or  SBT/PL  entered  service  and  ran 
aground  or  collided. 

3. 3.3  Air  Pollution 

; 

Hydrocarbon  vapors  may  be  emitted  to  the  atmosphere  both 
during  loading  and  unloading  operations.  None  of  the 
measures  being  considered  will  affect  hydrocarbon  emissions 
due  to  loading. 

After  unloading#  tank  vessels  normally  ballast  by  drawing 

water  into  selected  cargo  tanks  and  in  doing  so  displace  the 

hydrocarbon  vapors  in  the  tanks  to  the  surrounding 

atmosphere.  SBT  and  CBT  provide  separate  compartments  for 

water  ballast  which  are  not  used  to  carry  oil.  This  means  , j 

that  during  ballasting  there  are  no  hydrocarbon  vapors  r 

emitted  which  could  contribute  to  the  deterioration  of  air 

quality.  1 

The  effect  of  COW  on  hydrocarbon  emissions  is  difficult  to 

determine.  At  best  it  will  offer  no  additional  emissions  j 
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over  that  occuring  from  the  ballasting  of  dirty  cargo  tanks. 
However,  it  may  in  fact  cause  additional  emissions  since  the 
vapors  remaining  in  a tank  after  crude  oil  washing  may  have 
a higher  hydrocarbon  vapor  concentration  than  found  in  a 
tank  which  has  only  been  emptied. 

IGS  will  have  little  or  no  effect  on  air  pollution.  The 
only  benefit  would  be  that  closed  gauging  is  employed  with 
IGS. 


3. » IMPACT  OF  PROTOCOL  ALTERNATIVES  ON  SAFETY 

Referring  to  the  third  column  of  Table  6,  the  following 
measures  have  been  identified  as  having  an  impact  on  safety: 

Note  3,-  Double  bottoms  (new  ships) 

Note  7 - SBT/PL  (new  ships) 

Note  11  - SBT 

Note  19  - COW 

Note  23  - IGS 

Note  27  - Radar  and  CAA 

Note  31  - Emergency  steering 

Note  35  - Inspection  and  Certification. 

The  notes  to  Table  6 referred  to  above  indicate  how  these 
measures  are  expected  to  have  an  impact  on  safety.  As 
discussed  in  section  3.3.2,  quantifying -the  predicted  impact 
of  these  measures  on  the  incidence  of  accidents,  deaths, 
injuries,  and  property  damage  is  a difficult  and  somewhat 
subjective  task,  of  the  measures  listed,  only  the 
requirement  of  the  U.S.  proposal  for  IGS  on  additional 
tankers  (all  new  and  existing  tankers  over  20,000  DWT, 
except  new  tankers  over  100,000  DWT  and  new  combination 
carriers  over  50,000  DWT  on  which  SOLAS  74  already  requires 
IGS)  has  been  quantified,  and  there  the  estimated  impact 
worldwide  would  be  a reduction  of  the  average  number  of 
fires  and  explosions  by  three  per  year  and  a resulting 
reduction  in  lives  lost  of  20 /year.  New  inspection  and 
certification  requirements  are  also  expected  to  have  a 
significant  impact  on  poor  maintenance,  which  is  believed  to 
be  a contributing  factor  in  fires,  explosions,  and 
structural  failures. 

3.5  COST  AND  ECONOMIC  IMPACTS 

Cost  for  retrofit  of  the  world  tanker  fleet  (vessels  of 
20,000  DWT  or  more)  to  SBT  is  difficult  to  determine  with 
accuracy  because  of  assumptions  which  must  be  made.  Several 
estimates  of  the  cost  of  conversion  of  the  world  tanker 
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fleet  have  become  available  through  the  1MCO  forum  in 
addition  to  studies  conducted  in  this  country.  Two  studies 
were  selected  for  this  analysis  because  each  covered  the 
entire  scope  of  retrofit  and  illustrates  how  differences  in 
assumptions  can  affect  expected  costs.  One  of  these  studies 
was  performed  by  a consultant  Pierre  Theobald  for  the  French 
Government  and  is  Known  as  the  Theobald  Study,  reference  19. 
Another  study#  known  as  the  Organization  for  Economic  Co- 
operation and  Development  (OECD)  Study#  was  performed  by  a 
company  of  marine  consultants  (Micro  Ltd.)  # reference  20. 

Retrofit  of  SBT  requires  the  following  work  to  be  done  on 
a tanker  which  will  vary  from  vessel  to  vessel: 

a.  Structural  changes  through  the  provision  of  additional 
bulkheads*  and  possibly  bottom  strengthening. 

b.  Re-arrangement  of  piping  and  pumping. 

c.  Coating  and  corrosion  protection  for  ballast  tanks. 

Some  of  the  assumptions  made  with  respect  to  the  variables 
delineated  above  are: 

a.  Additional  Bulkheads 


The  Theobald  Study  assumed  that  only  one  new  bulkhead  per 
side  would  be  required  per  tanker.  The  OECD  Study  also 
found  that  one  additional  bulkhead  would  be  the  most 
representative  assumption.  This  study  also  assumed  that 
structural  change  is  limited  by  vessel  age.  The  assumption 
is  that  only  vessels  between  1-9  year  old  need  additional 
bulkheads#  while  older  vessels  do  not. 

b.  Piping  and  Pumping 

The  Theobald  Study  assumed  that  most  tankers  have 
available  collector  lines  and  pumps  which  could  be  dedicated 
to  clean  ballast#  and  that  the  piping  alterations  concern 
only  the  connections  between  the  tanks  and  the  main  lines. 
The  OECD  Study  made  a similar  assumption. 

c.  Protection  of  the  Ballast  Tanks 

The  Theobald  Study  assumed  full  coating  for  each  ballast 
tank.  The  OECD  Study  assumed  that  the  degree  of  corrosion 
control  will  be  determined  at  the  individual  owner  level  and 
primarily  by  the  age  of  the  vessel  in  question. 

Specifically  their  assumptions  were: 


. 

i 


L 


10-  57 


Vessels  1-9  years  old  - full  tank  coating. 

Vessels  10-14  years  old  - full  coating  or  5 OS  full  coating 

(two  cases) . 

Vessels  15  years  or  older  ~ no  coating. 

Based  on  the  above  assumptions  and  analysis  of  the  world 
tanker  fleet,  both  studies  derived  estimates  of  the  cost  of 
conversion  of  the  world  tanker  fleet  to  the  segregated 
ballast  optimum  draft  solution  (SBT)  . The  cost  elements 
quantified  are: 

1.  Conversion  costs. 

2.  Cost  of  tanker  cargo  capacity  lost  due  to  SBT 
retrofit. 

3.  Bunker  costs. 

4.  Off  hire  costs. 

The  resulting  cost  estimates  for  both  studies  are  shown  in 
table  8.  The  costs  shown  in  this  table  represent  the  total 
conversion  costs  to  the  tanker  owners.  This  cost  varies 
between  3 to  7 billion  dollars.  The  variation  is  probably 
due  to  the  difference  in  the  estimates  of  the  number  of 
tankers  to  be  converted  because  the  average  costs  per  tanker 
resulting  from  the  cost  estimates  are  nearly  the  same 
(approximately  $2  million) . As  shown  in  table  8,  the  OECD 
Study  estimated  that  twice  as  many  tankers  would  be 
converted  than  shown  in  the  Theobald  Study. 

The  unit  costs  shown  in  table  8 were  used  to  estimate  the 
conversion  costs  for  U.S.  tankers.  These  costs  are  shown  in 
table  9.  Note  that  since  the  number  of  tankers  are 
identical,  the  cost  estimates  are  very  close  to  each  other. 

A similar  calculation  was  performed  for  an  estimate  of  the 
number  of  foreign  tankers  entering  U.S.  waters.  These 
estimates  are  shown  in  table>  10.  The  total  conversion  costs 
for  these  tankers  varies  between  2.5  to  3 billion  dollars. 

The  estimates  in  tables  9 and  10  were  then  combined  in 
order  to  obtain  a total  conversion  cost  estimate  for  all 
tankers  plying  U.S.  waters.  These  estimates  are  shown  in 
table  11. 

Using  the  total  cost  figures  shown  in  tables  8 and  11,  it 
can  be  estimated  that  the  U.S.  will  bear  between  44ft  to  93ft 
of  the  total  cost  of  conversion. 
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Table  9 WORLD  TANKER  FLEET  COSTS 


^vITEM 

NUMBER  OF 

TOTAL 

AVERAGE 

TANKERS 

CONVERSION  COSTS 

COST  PER 

STUDY  > 

CONVERTED 

TANKER  OWNERS 

TANKER 

oo‘> 

THEOBALD 

1594 

3214 

2.02 

OECD 

3326 

7384 

m 

Table  9 US  TANKER  FLEET  COSTS 


\ ITEM 

NUMBER  Or 

TOTAL 

\ 

TANKERS 

CONVERSION  COSTS 

\ 

CONVERTED 

TANKER  OWNERS 

STUDY  N. 

(10*) 

THEOBALD 

831 

467 

OECD 

231 

512 

10-  59 


AD-A069  525 
UNCLASSIFIED 


COAST  GUARD  WASHINGTON  D C F/6  13/10 

ACTIVITIES  RELATING  TO  TITLE  II  PORTS  AND  WATERWAYS  SAFETY  ACT  — ETC(U) 

JAN  79  NL 


PS 

s 

B 

1 

m 

m 

V 

dr 

m 

? - 

III 

m 

12 

&nn 

i 

— 

g=gg=f 

m 

tel 

ll 

w 

y 

■ 

Ti 

/l_P 

juftfl  1 

m\ 

liW 

: : : . m 

I 

h-m  -f-r—j 

1 — t- 
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TANKER  OWNERS 

do4) 

THEOBALD 

1250 

2525 
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1250 

2775 

Table  11  US  AND  FOREIGN  TANKERS  IN 
US  OIL  TRADE 


V ITEM 

NUMBER  OF 

TOTAL 

\ 

TANKERS 

CONVERSION  COSTS 

\ 

CONVERTED 

TANKER  OWNERS 

STUDY 

(io4) 

THEOBALD 

1481 

2992 

OECD 


1481 


3288 


The  Theobold  Study  estimates  that  the  cost  of  conversion 
would  generate  an  increase  in  cost  per  ton  of  crude  oil  of 
SO. 30.  This  would  amount  to  about  0.1  cent  per  gallon  of 
crude  oil. 


The  additional  cost  for  the  addition  of  a double  bottom  in  a 
new  tanker  is  estimated  to  vary  from  61  to  12$  of  the  cost 
of  a new  segregated-ballast  tanker. 

The  estimated  cost  for  installation  of  an  IGS  is  $1.0 
million  per  vessel.  The  overall  cost  to  the  world  fleet 
would  be  approximately  $3.5  billion,  with  the  cost  to  U.S. 
vessels  approximately  $2&0  million.  The  cost  of  operation, 
maintenance,  and  replacement  of  system  components  for  the 
IGS  and  the  following -systems  are  not  considered  significant 
in  the  cost  impact. 

The  average  cost  of  a second  radar  system  is  $30,000  and 
that  of  a CAA  device  is  $120,000.  The  overall  total  cost 
would  be  approximately  $450  million  for  applicable  worldwide 
vessels  (10,000  gross  tons  or  more)  with  the  cost  to  U.S. 
vessels  being  $37.5  million  and  foreign  vessels  being  $412.5 
million. 

The  back-up  steering  gear  systems  with  the  failure  alarm 
will  cost  approximately  $10,000  per  vessel  for  a total  of 
$30  million  for  the  applicable  vessels  worldwide.  The  cost 
to  U.S.  vessels  would  be  $2.5  million,  while  the  cost  to 
foreign  vessels  would  be  $27.5  million. 

3.6  TECHNICAL  FEASIBILITY 

The  Coast  Guard  considers  requirements  for  retrofitting  of 
segregated  ballast  on  existing  tank  vessels  and  for  double 
bottoms  and  segregated  ballast  on  new  tank  vessels  to  be 
technically  feasible.  A study  submitted  to  IMCO  by  Norway, 
Greece,  and  Italy  (reference  8)  examined  options  for 
providing  segregated  ballast  on  existing  vessels.  The 
necessary  alterations  to  a vessel's  cargo  system  and  ballast 
system  piping  and  pumps  are  estimated  to  take  four  to  six 
weeks  of  shipyard  time.  An  estimated  additional  two  to  four 
weeks  may  be  necessary  if  tank  bulkheads  must  be  altered  or 
relocated. 

A number  of  double  bottom  tankers  have  been  built  in  recent 
years  and  are  in  operation,  indicating  the  technical 
feasibility  of  double  bottoms.  (Reference  (4),  pages  39-41 
8b  •<  34  tankers  with  double  bottoms  or  double  hulls  were  in 
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operation,  under  construction,  or  contracted  for  in  January, 
1975.) 


i 


The  requirements  for  Inert  Gas  System,  a second  radar, 
collision  avoidance  assistance  equipment  and  a backup 
steering  gear  control  system  are  also  considered  to  be 
technically  feasible. 

Current  Federal  regulations  require  all  tank  vessels  of 
100,000  Dm  or  more  and  each  combination  carrier  of  50,000 
DWT  or  more  to  be  equipped  with  an  IGS.  The  system  has 
already  been  installed  on  new  tank  vessels  and  combination 
carriers  and  retrofitted  on  existing  tank  vessels  and 
combination  carriers.  Installation  of  IGS  is  perhaps  most 
complex  on  product  carriers  because  of  the  requirement  to 
prevent  accidental  mixing  of  cargoes  through  IGS  piping.  To 
date  there  are  approximately  450  vessels  equipped  with  IGS 
attesting  to  the  technical  feasibility  of  the  system  and  its 
installation. 

More  than  SOX  of  the  tank  vessels  of  10,000  gross  tons  or 
more  have  been  equipped  with  a second  radar  system  when  the 
vessel  was  initially  constructed  or  retrofitted  with  it  at 
some  time  after  construction.  Of  these  vessels  it  is 
estimated  that  over  600  vessels  are  equipped  with  or  have 
ordered  CAA  equipment.  Based  on  this  previous  experience, 
the  Coast  Guard  considers  a second  radar  system  and  CAA 
equipment  technically  feasible. 

All  follow-up  steering  gear  systems  employ  a control  system 
as  the  linkage  mechanism  between  the  signal  input  and 
steering  gear  power  system.  This  indicates  that  the 
equipment  design  concept  is  technically  feasible.  For 
vessels  where  the  installation  of  the  equipment  is  not 
technically  feasible  due  to  the  complication  of  the  system, 
the  U.S.  proposal  offers  manning  of  the  steering  space  as  an 
alternative.  The  Coast  Guard  estimates  that  approximately 
55 X of  the  vessels  to  which  this  requirement  is  applicable 
have  back-up  steering  gear  control  systems  installed  at  the 
present  time. 
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«.  ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


The  only  alternative  to  U.S.  participation  in  the 
International  conference  on  Tanker  Safety  and  Pollution 
Prevention  is  no  U.8.  participation.  Since  the  Conference 
is  being  held  in  response  to  the  U.S.  proposal  that  a 
Conference  be  convened*  and  the  Conference  represents  a 
significant  opportunity  to  improve  international  tanker 
safety  and  pollution  prevention*  the  alternative  of  not 
participating  would  make  little  sense  and  is  discarded  as 
not  serving  U.S.  interests. 

G£.ven  that  the  U.S.  will  participate*  the  main  objective  of 
U.S.  participation  should  be  to  reach  agreement  on  changes 
to  MARPOL  73  and  SOLAS  74  along  the  lines  suggested  by  the 
U.S.  proposals*  or  at  least  in  some  fashion  which  produces 
similar  benefits  in  terms  of  improved  safety  and 
environmental  protection.  Once  the  Conference  is  completed 
and  specifics  of  the  proposed  changes  to  international 
requirements  are  known*  an  assessment  of  the  potential 
impacts  of  these  changes  can  be  made  and  a decision  reached 
whether  the  U.S.  should  adopt  these  changes  and  ratify  the 
Protocols  developed  at  the  Conference*  or  proceed  on  some 
other  course  of  action. 
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5.  PROBABLE  AOVERSB  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 
WHICH  CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED. 

The  overall  effect  of  these  proposals  would  be  to  reduce  the 
amount  of  oil  entering  the  oceans  as  indicated  in  Section  3. 
No  adverse  environmental  effects  are  anticipated  as  a result 
of  this  action. 
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6.  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  LOCAL  SHORT-TERM  USES  OF  MAN *8 
ENVIRONMENT  AND  THE  MAINTENANCE  AND 
ENHANCEMENT  OF  LONG-TERM  PRODUCTIVITY. 


So  far  aa  the  coast  Guard  can  determine,  thssa  proposed 
actions  do  not  involve  any  tradeoffs  between  short-term  and 
long-term  environmental  gains  and  losses,  nor  does  the 
proposed  action  foreclose  any  future  options. 

I 


No  irreversible  and  irretrievable  commitments  of  resources 
are  involved  in  this  proposed  action. 


ttph- 
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Oil  Pollution  of  the  Oceans 

The  President's  Message  It  lit  Cm/rtu  JtwtMMK^ 
Mmjwm  To  Clllrtl  lit  Problem.  Del Ml 

Merck  17. 1977.  Relented  March  19.  1977 

To  Ik * Congress  of  Ike  United  States: 

The  recent  series  of  oil  tanker  accidents  in  and  near 
American  waters  is  a grave  reminder  of  the  risks  asso- 
ciated with  marine  transportation  of  oil.  Though  we  can 
never  entirely  eliminate  these  risks,  we  can  reduce  them. 
Tndav  1 am  announcing  a diverse  but  interrelated  group 
of  measures  designed  to  do  so. 

These  measures  are  both  international  and  domestic. 
Pollution  of  the  oceans  hy  oil  is  a global  problem  requiring 
elol>.\l  solutions.  I intend  to  communicate  directly  with 
the  leaders  of  a number  of  major  maritime  nations  to  so- 
licit their  support  for  international  action.  Oil  pollution  is 
also  a serious  domestic  problem  requiring  prompt  and 
effective  action  bv  the  federal  government  to  reduce  the 
danger  to  American  lives,  the  American  economy,  and 
American  beaches  and  shorelines,  and  the  steps  I am  tak- 
ing will  do  this. 

The  following  measures  are  designed  to  achieve  three 
oh jec lives:  First,  to  reduce  oil  pollution  caused  by  tanker 
accidents  and  by  routine  operational  discharges  from  all 
vessels;  Second,  to  improve  our  ability  to  deal  swiftly 
and  effectively  with  oil  spills  when  thev  do  occur;  and 
Third,  to  provide  full  and  dependable  compensation  to 
victims  of  oil  pollution  damage. 

These  are  the  measures  I recommend: 

• Ratification  of  the  International  Convention  for 
the  Prevention  of  Pollution  from  Ships.  I am  trans- 
mitting this  far-reaching  and  comprehensive  treaty  to  the 
Senate  for  its  advice  and  consent.  This  Convention,  by 
imposing  segregated  ballast  requirements  for  new  large 
oil  tankers  and  placing  stringent  controls  on  all  oil  dis- 
charges from  ships,  represents  an  important  multilateral 
step  toward  reducing  the  risk  of  marine  oil  pollution. 
In  the  near  future,  I will  submit  implementing  legislation 
to  the  Congress. 

• Reform  of  ship  construction  and  equipment  stand- 
ards. I am  instructing  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  to 
develop  new  , ules  for  oil  tanker  standards  within  60 
days.  These  regulations  will  apply  to  all  oil  tankers  over 
20,000  deadweight  tons,  U.S.  and  foreign,  which  call  at 
American  ports.  These  regulations  will  include: 

— Double  bottoms  on  all  new  tankers; 

— Segregated  liallast  on  all  tankers; 

— Inert  gas  systems  on  all  tankers; 

— Backup  radar  systems,  including  collision  avoidance 
equipment,  on  all  tankers;  and 

—Improved  emergency  steering  standards  for  all 
tankers. 


These  requirements  will  he  fully  effective  within  five 
years  Where  technological  improvements  and  alternatives 
can  be  shown  to  achieve  the  same  degree  of  protection 
against  pollution,  the  rules  will  allow  their  use. 

Experience  has  shown  that  ship  construction  and  equip- 
ment standards  are  effective  only  if  backed  by  a strong 
enforcement  program.  Because  the  quality  of  inspections 
bv  some  nations  falls  short  of  U.S.  practice,  I have  in- 
structed the  Department  of  State  and  the  Coast  Guard 
to  begin  diplomatic  efforts  to  improve  the  present  inter- 
national system  of  inspection  and  certification.  In  addi- 
tion, I recommend  the  immediate  scheduling  of  a special 
international  conference  for  late  1977  to  consider  these 
construction  and  inspection  measures. 

* Improvement  of  crew  standards  and  training.  I 
am  instructing  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  to  take 
immediate  steps  to  raise  the  licensing  and  qualification 
standards  for  American  crews. 

The  international  requirements  for  crew  qualifications, 
which  are  far  from  strict,  will  be  dealt  with  by  a major 
international  conference  we  will  participate  in  next  year. 
I am  instructing  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  to  iden- 
tify additional  requirements  which  should  be  disc  used, 
and  if  not  included,  may  be  imposed  by  the  United  States 
after  1978  on  the  crews  of  all  ships  calling  at  American 
porta 

* Development  of  Tanker  Boarding  Program  and 
U.S.  Marine  Safety  Information  System.  Starting  im- 
mediately, the  Coast  Guard  will  board  and  examine  each 
foreign  flag  tanker  calling  at  American  ports  at  least  once 
a year  and  more  often  if  necessary.  This  examination  will 
insure  that  the  ship  meets  all  safety  and  environmental 
protection  regulations.  Those  ships  which  fail  to  do  so 
may  be  denied  access  to  U.S.  ports  or,  in  some  cases,  de- 
nied the  right  to  leave  until  the  deficiencies  have  been  cor- 
rected. The  information  gathered  by  this  boarding  pro- 
gram  will  permit  the  Coast  Guard  to  identify  individual 
tankers  having  histories  of  poor  maintenance,  accidents, 
and  pollution  violations.  We  will  also  require  that  the 
names  of  tanker  owners,  major  stockholders,  and  changes 
in  vessel  hames  be  disclosed  and  included  in  this  Marine 
Safety  Information  System. 

* Approval  of  Comprehensive  Oil  Pollution  Liabil- 
ity and  Compensation  Legislation.  I am  transmitting  ap- 
propriate legislation  to  establish  a single,  national  stand- 
ard of  strict  liability  for  oil  spills.  This  legislation  is 
designed  to  replace  the  present  fragmented,  overlapping 
systems  of  federal  and  state  liability  laws  and  compensa- 
tion funds.  It  will  also  create  a $200  million  fund  to  dean 
up  oil  spills  and  compensate  victinu  for  oil  pollution 
damages. 

* Improvement  of  federal  ability  to  respond  to  ail 
pollution  emergencies.  I have  directed  the  appropriate 
federal  agencies,  particularly  the  Coast  Guard  and  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  in  cooperation  with 
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Hitt  and  local  governments  to  improve  our  ability  to  con- 
tain and  minimize  the  damaging  effects  of  oil  spills.  The 
goalb  an  ability  to  respond  within  six  hours  to  a spill  of 
100,000  tons. 

Oil  pollution  of  the  oceans  is  a serious  problem  that 
caHs  for  concentrated,  energetic,  and  prompt  attention. 
I believe  these  measures  constitute  an  effective  program  to 
control  it.  My  Administration  pledges  its  best  efforts,  in 
cooperation  with  the  international  community,  the  Con- 
gress, and  the  public,  tc  preserve  the  earth’s  oceans  and 
their  resources. 

Jimmy  Carter 

The  White  House, 

March  17,  1977. 
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EMBARGOED  FOR  USE  AFTER  BRIEFING 


MARCH  16,  1977 


Office  of  the  White  House  Frees  Secretary 


THE  WHITE  HOUSE 


FACT  SHEET 

ACTIONS  TO  REDUCE  MARITIME  OIL  POLLUTION 


The  President  is  considering  a aeries  of  possible  Federal  Govern- 
ment actions  to  deal  with  the  problem  of  marine  oil  pollution 
caused  by  oil  tankers.  These  include t 

U.  S.  ratification  of  the  International  Convention 
for  the  Prevention  of  Pollution  from  Ships,  1973. 

— Regulatory  action  by  the  Department  of  Transporta- 
tion to  establish  new  u.  S.  standards  for  all  tankers 
entering  U.  S.  ports. 

— Submission  to  Congress  cf  oil  spill  liability  and 
compensation  legislation. 

— The  establishment  of  a U.  S.  Marine  Safety  Informa- 
tion System  to  identify  tankers  with  long  histories 
of  poor  maintenance,  accidents  and  pollution  viola- 
tions. 

BACKGROUND 

The  rash  of  oil  tanker  accidents  which  occurred  this  winter  off 
our  east  and  west  coasts  has-  brought  home  to  us  the  serious 
risks  which  are  involved  in  marine  transportation  of  oil.  Oil 
pollution  threatans  some  of  our  most  valuable  natural  resources 
— the  ocean,  its  living  inhabitants,  our  beachos  and  our  shoro* 
lines.  Oil  tanker  accidents  also  endanger  human  lives,  and  oil 
pollution  can  jeopardise  the  economic  security  of  millions  of 
Amsricans  who  live  in  coastal  communities. 

In  his  Address  to  the  Nation  on  February  2,  the  President  recog- 
nised these  risks  and  the  need  for  timoly  government  action  to 
deal  with  the  problem.  In  response  to  the  President's  concorn, 
the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Hanagoment  and  Budget  established 
an  interagency  Task  Force  to  identify  poesible  solutions. 

The  Task  Force  recommended  to  the  President  that  he  also  consider 
aotion  to  reduce  merino  oil  pollution  caused  by  operational  dis- 
charges from  tankers.  The  Argo  Merchant,  the  Sansinena  and  the 
Olympic  Carnes  hava  been  the  subjoct  of  much  public  concorn.  Such 
tanker  groundings  and  collisions  aro  a serious  problem  to  the 
localities  where  they  occur.  However,  they  are  not  the  major 
maritime  source  of  ocoan  oil  pollution.  Operational  discharges 
from  oil  tankers  and  other  vessols  cause  a far  greater  total 
amount  of  oil  pollution  than  accidents.  Therefore,  the  actions 
which  the  President  is  considering  deal  with  both  problems. 

THE  INTERAGENCY  OIL  POLLUTION  TASK  FORCE 

The  Task  Force  was  formed  on  February  3.  The  Office  of  Manage- 
ment and  Budget  chaired  the  group.  The  following  agencies  par- 
ticipated! 

Department  of  State 
Department  of  the  Treasury 
Department  of  Defense 
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Department  of  Justice 
Department  of  tha  Intarior 
Dapartmant  of  Commerce 
Oapartmant  of  Tranaportation 
Federal  Maritima  Commiaaion 
Knvlronmantal  Protaction  Agency 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
Fader*?  Energy  Adminiatration 

Subgroupa  developed  propoaed  initiativaa  in  five  araaat 

1.  8hipa  and  ahip  ay atom* 

2.  Crow  atandarda  and  training 

3.  Oil  pollution  liability  and  compenaation 

4.  International  conventiona 

5.  Oil  apill  reaponae. 

The  Task  Force  contacted  rapraaentativaa  of  more  than  twenty 
intereated  public  organiaationa  and  aeveral  Statea  to  aolicit 
their  viewa  and  suggestions.  The  organiaationa  included  en- 
vironmental groups,  the  oil  and  tranaportation  industries,  oil 
apill  cleanup  companies  and  maritimo  unions.  The  Statea  included 
Alaska,  California,  Florida,  Louisiana,  Maine,  Massachusetts, 
Oregon  and  Washington.  The  suggestions  and  views  of  all  of 
those  groups  are  being  carefully  considered. 

OBJECTIVES 

The  President's  program  is  designed  to  meet  four  objectives t 

1.  reduce  oil  pollution  resulting  from  oil  tanker  acci- 
dents and  operational  discharges; 

2.  improve  our  ability  to  deal  with  oil  spills  when 
they  do  occur; 

3.  assure  that  any  citizena  damaged  by  oil  spilia  are 
fully  compensated  for  their  losses;  and 

4.  reorganise  Federal  oil  pollution  programs  to  make 
then  simpler  and  more  responsive. 

APPROACH 

Pollution  of  the  oceans  by  oil  is  a global  problem.  The  United 
States  is  an  active  participant  in  the  Inter-Govornmental  Mari- 
time Consultative  Organization,  an  international  forum  sponsored 
by  tho  United  Nations  tp  formulate  programs  to  roduce  vessel 
pollution  and  to  ensure  safety  of  human  life  and  vessels.  The 
President's  international  initiatives  will  involve  working  through 
this  international  agency,  as  well  as  bilateral  discussions  with 
major  shipping  nations,  our  trading  partners  and  our  neighbors. 

The  President  plans  to  communicate  directly  with  tha  leaders  of 
a number  of  major  maritimo  nations  to  seek  their  support  in 
this  effort. 

On  tho  domestic  front,  the  President  is  consider ing  strong  ad- 
ministrative actions  to  upgrade  U.  S.  standards  on  all  oil 
tankers  entering  U.  S.  ports,  as  woll  as  on  the  crows  manning 
them.  Ho  is  also  considering  action  to  upgrade  several  Fed- 
eral programs  designed  to  prevent  accidents  and  respond  to 
spills,  including  Coast  Guard's  tanker  examination  program  and 
Information  systems  and  Federal  oil  spill  response  capability. 

White  House  staff  and  the  Offico  of  Management  and  Budget  spent 
yesterday  on  Capitol  Hill  discussing  possible  solutions  with 
Members  of  Congress  with  a special  Interest  in  this  area  and 
with  their  staffs.  That  process  is  continuing.  We  hope  to  have 
their  recommendations  incorporated  into  a final  proposal  to  be 
announced  on  Friday. 
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Actions  to  Reduce  Maritime  Oil  Protection 

The  President  today  announced  a aerlea  of  recommended  Federal  Govern- 
attnt  actlona  to  deal  with  the  problem  of  marine  oil  pollution  cauaed 
by  oil  tankera.  These  Include: 

* A cell  for  a special  international  conference  to  discuss 
stricter  standards  for  oil  tanker  construction,  equipment 
and  inspections. 

• Regulatory  action  by  the  Department  of  Transportation  to 
establish  new  U.S.  standards  for  all  tankers  entering  U.S. 
ports. 

* A Coast  Guard  program  to  board  and  examine  all  foreign  flag 
oil  tankers  entering  U.S.  ports. 

• U.S.  ratification  of  the  International  Convention  for  the 
Prevention  of  Pollution  from  Ships,  1973. 

lACKOROUND 

Ae  announced  on  March  16,  these  measures  are  designed  to  deal  with 
the  problem  of  ail  tanker  accidents  and  spills  which  occurred  so 
frequently  in  and  near  U.S.  waters  this  winter.  The  recommended 
actions  will  also  serve  to  reduce  oil  pollution  caused  by  operational 
discharges  from  tankers. 

The  President  plans  to  communicate  directly  with  the  leaders  of 
a number  of  major  maritime  nations  to  seek  their  support  for 
strengthened  international  solutions  to  this  worldwide  environmental 
problam.  The  United  States  will  also  continue  to  participate 
actively  in  the  Inter-Govornner.tal  Maritime  Consultative  Organisation, 
a apecial  Unitad  Nations  agency,  to  formulate  new  programs  co 
reduce  vessel-source  oil  pollution. 

The  President's  domestic  program  is  strong  and  comprehensive. 

It  includes  both  administrative  and  legislative  actions  and  meats  all 
four  of  the  President's  objectives  - reduction  in  tanker  pollution, 
laiprovements  in  oil  spill  response,  assuring  compansation  of 
damaged  citisena,  and  reorganization  of  government  programs. 

The  recommended  actions  were  formulated  after  consultation  with 
environmental  groups,  tha  oil  and  transportation  industries,  oil 
•pill  cleanup  companies  and  maritime  unions.  In  addition,  the 
•uggestior.s  ar.d  views  of  coastal  State*  were  solicited. 

THE  PRESIDENT'S  PROPOSALS 

—.i  . - ■ 

1.  The  International  Convention  for  the  Prevention  of  Pollution 
from  Ships , 

The  President  will  transmit  this  important  International  Convention 
to  the  Senate  for  its  advice  and  consent  end  will  submit  iir.ple- 
aenting  legislation  next  month  for  Congressional  approval.  The 
United  States  was  a leader  in  the  development  of  this  Convention, 
eoMttonly  known  as  the  197  3 Marine  Pollution  Convention.  It  ia  a 
far-reaching  and  comprehanaive  agreement  which  will  have  an 
important  impact  on  marina  oil  pollution. 

The  Convention  placet  etringent  controls  on  oil  dischargee  from 
•hipe,  including  for  the  first  time,  discharges  of  light 
refined  petroleum  products.  It  requires  segregated  ballast 
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tcr  all  uw  tanker*  70,000  deadweight  ton*  and  over,  a*  vail  a*  oil  discharge 
Monitoring  and  control  squlpoent,  and  sate  requirements  for  cargo  tank  alia  and 
arrangement  to  limit  oil  spill*  In  ca*a  of  accident.  In  addition,  th*  pert*  of 
•ignatcrles  to  th*  Convention  vlll  b*  required  to  hava  reception  facilities  for 
tanker* ' oily  vaitee . 

3.  ihlp  Con»tructlon  and  Squlyaent  utarisrds 

The  President  1*  directing  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  to  Issue  within  60 
day*  proposed  rule*  for  a series  of  new  oil  tanker  standards,  and,  as  provided 
by  lav,  to  expedite  the  necessary  regulator/  procedures.  The  proposed  regula- 
tions vlll  apply  to  all  oil  tankers,  U.S.  and  foreign,  over  20,000  deadweight 
tons  entering  U.3.  ports.  They  will  Include: 

1,  Double  bottoes  on  all  new  tanker*. 

ff.  Segregated  ballast  on  all  tanker*. 

3.  Inert  gas  systess  on  all  crude  tankers. 

b.  Backup  radar  systeos  with  collision  avoidance  equipment  on  all  tanker*. 

3.  Unproved  emergency  steering  standards  for  all  tankers. 

Ikes*  requirement*  would  take  fall  effect  within  five  years.  Th*  rules  should 
allow  the  adoption  of  technological  iaprcveEe.it*  'and  alternatlvs*  which  can  be 
shown  to  accoapllsh'  equivalent  pollution  protection. 

1h*  President  especially  acknowledge*  th*  leadership  of  Senator  Warren  0. 

Magnuson  and  th*  Senate  Cotaerc*  Coonltte*  on  ratters  relating  tc  tanker  safety. 
All  of  the  Initiatives  outlined  above  are  the  kind*  of  solutions  the  Coonltte* 
baa  endorsed  over  a period  of  year*. 

Ship  construction  and  equlpaent  standard*  are  net  effective  unless  coupled  with 
a strong  enforcement  prograa.  Therefore,  the  President  Is  directing  the  Depart- 
■sat  of  State  and  the  Coast  Duard  to  begin  diplomatic  effort*  tc  upgrade  th* 
present  International  system  of  inspection  and  certification.  Construction  and 
equipment  inspection*  sr*  carried  out  by  all  tarltia*  nations.  However,  the 
quality  of  inspection*  by  sods  nations  falls  far  below  U.S.  practice. 

la  addition  the  United  States  vlll  propose  th*  1i»ad late  scheduling  of  e special 
International  conference  for  th*  early  fall  to  consider  thee*  construction  and 
Inspection  measures.  The  U.S.  vlll  rscoameno  that  technical  preparatory  work 
be  don*  by  the  Inter-Governmental  Maritime  Consultative  Organisation  this  spring 
and  svseser  to  snsur*  affective  international  action. 

Authority  for  the  dceestlc  action  ii  provided  by  the  Port*  and  Waterway*  Safety 
Act  of  197?  (Public  Law  92-3UO)  which  provides  th#  Departosnt  with  a broad  mandate 
to  protect  'J.S.  waters  against  pollution.  This#  standards  vlll  reduce  pollutlcn 
through  both  accident  prevention  and  reduction  In  operational  discharges.  A 
description  of  these  requirement*  follows: 

Double  bottoms  reduce  oil  spills  caused  by  tanker  grounding* ■ Studlea  of  ground  - 
lag*  conclude  that  in  *.5  to  90  percant  of  cate*  no  oil  outflow  vould  have  occurred 
it  th*  tank  vassal  had. had  a double  betten.  Th*  requirement  will  apply  only  to 
a*v  vessel*.  Double  bottoms  can  alio  b*  uaed  for  a part  of  the  required  segregat- 
ed ballast  space. 

Begregated  ballast  provide*  tanka  dell cited  exclusively  for  th#  seawater  which  la 
tarried  by  enpty  oil  tanker*  for  ballaat.  Th#  us*  of  separate  clean  tanka  means 
that  no  oil  la  discharged  along  with  ballaat  water.  Deballasting  and  associated 
tank  washing  is  th*  major  source  of  operational  oil  pollution  froa  tankers.  Bal- 
laat tanka  on  new  taruers  can  alac  be  arranged  to  provide  protection  against  oil 
•utflm  In  case  of  accident. 
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The  1971  Marin*  Pollution  Convention  marks  th*  international 
community's  acceptance  of  th*  concept  of  segrecated  ballast. 

Coast  Guard  radiations  currently  require  the  system  on  all 
nee  tankers  over  70,000  deadweight  tons,  foreign  and  domestic. 

The  rulemaking  proposed  today  also  covers  existing  tankers. 

These  vessels  can  achieve  segregated  ballast  capability  by 
dedicating  certain  cargo  tanks  to  ballast  and  modifying  piping 
and  pumps . 

Inert  gas  systems  reduce  th*  danger  of  explosions  which  may  occur 
at  times  when  oil  tanks  are  not  full,  primarily  during  tank  washing, 
but  also  in  loading  ar.d  unloading,  and  during  ballast  voyage. 

The  Sansinena,  which  exploded  in  Los  Angeles  harbor  in  December 
while  taking on  ballast,  had  no  inert  gas  system. 

Current  U.S.  regulations  require  th*  system  for  new  U.S.  tankers 
over  100,000  deadweight  tons.  Th*  proposed  rule  will  also  apply 
to  existing  tankers  and  foreign  flag  vessels. 

backup  radar  systers  provide  redundant  capacity  in  caa*  of 
equipment  failure.  Collision  avoidance  equipment  can  be  programmed 
to  automatically  process  radar  information  and  to  trigger  an  alarm 
when  dangerous  situations  arise.  Th*  equipment  also  provides 
Information  to  th*  crew  for  maneuvering  to  avoid  th*  potential 
danger.  Th*  systems  are  most  effective  in  the  coastal  confluence 
son*  where  vessel  traffic  patterns  converce  toward  U.S.  porta.  Th* 
requirement  will  apply  to  both  new  and  existing  vessels  and  would 
be  effective  for  existing  vessels  within  2 years  of  final 
rulemaking. 

Improved  emergency  steering  standards  will  be  drafted.  Current 
regulations  impose  redundancy  requirements  for  some  components 
of  tanker  steering  gear.  Additional  requirements  which  would 
further  improve  reliability  have  been  identified. 

J.  Crew  Standards  and  Training 

Th*  President  is  ordering  several  actions  to  improve  the  qualifi- 
cations  of  crews  that  man  oil  tankars  antaring  our  porta. 

Theaa  actions  are  particularly  crucial  because  human  arror  is 
Involved  in  80-85  percent  of  all  tanker  accidents.  Th#  United 
States  imposes  rslatively  strict  standards  for  tha  U.S. 

Marchant  Marina,  but  atringant  intarnational  raquiramants  for 
craw  qualifications  do  not  axist.  However , the  Inter- 
Governmental  Maritime  Consultative  Organisation  is  developing  a 
major  draft  convantion  on  tha  subjact  for  nagotiation  next  year. 

The  President  views  this  sffort  as  a major  international  opportunity 
to  upgrade  crew  qualifications.  The  President  is  directing 
the  Departments  of  Transportstion  and  Commerca  to  raviaw  tha 
aganda  (tha  draft  convantion)  for  tha  1976  Confaranca  on 
Standards  of  Watchkeeping  and  Training  to  identify  additional 
requirements  which  should  be  proposed  for  consideration.  I.n 
addition,  tha  Department  will  identify  all  raquiramants  which, 
if  not  included  in  tha  1978  Convantion,  the  U.S.  should  impose 
on  crews  of  all  ships  antaring  U.S.  ports. 

Nationally,  tha  President  is  directing  Transportation  to  taka 
immediate  regulatory  action  to  improve  standards  for  U.S.  craws. 
Raquiramants  will  Include  experience  by  class  and  sisa  of  vaaaal, 
or  training  and  demonstration  of  proficiency  on  ship  simulators. 
These  requirements  will  apply  to  both  iaauanca  and  renewal 
of  licansaa  to  ships  masters,  mates  and  Federally  licensed 
pilots.  More  emphasis  will  be  placed  on  requiring  deck 
officers  to  demonstrate  important  skills,  such  aa  radar 
operation  and  interpretation,  instead  of  relying  on  written 
examinations . Finally,  regulations  will  be  issued  to  require  that 
craw  members  in  charge  of  cargo  transfer  operations  be 
specially  trained  and  examined. 


10-77 


The  President  la  directing  that,  starting  immediately,  aach 
foreign  flag  tanker  which  enters  0.9.  porta  will  ba  boarded 
by  tha  Coaat  Guard  and  examined  to  lnaura  that  the  ahlp  meat#  all 
aafaty  and  environmental  protection  ragulatlona.  Tanker*  will 
ba  boarded  at  loaet  once  a year  and  nora  often  If  nacaaaary. 

Any  deflclenclea  in  tha  tanker 'a  condition  will  ba  required  to 
ba  eorracted.  Thi*  winter  the  Coaat  Guard  began  a limited 
foreign  tanker  boarding  progran.  The  Prealdent'a  revlalona  to 
tha  Budget  for  the  next  flacal  year  requaated  additional  funding 
for  thla  program. 

Tha  Information  which  la  gathered  from  the  boarding  program  will 
ba  fed  into  a U.S.  Marine  Safety  information  System,  which  will 
be  eatahliehed  to  keep  track  of  the  accident  and  pollution 
record*  of  all  ships,  U.S.  and  foreign,  enterinq  U.S.  ports. 

Coast  Guard  information  systems  already  contain  some  of  this 
Information  for  U.S.  vessels.  Since  34%  of  our  imported  oil 
enters  the  country  in  foreign  tankers,  it  is  important  that 
information  on  these  vessels  also  he  available  to  Captains  of 
the  Port  at  all  major  U.S.  ports.  The  President  is  alto 
directing  that  the  preper  Federal  agencies  initiate  action  to 
require  that  the  na-es  of  tanker  owners,  rajor  stockholders, 
and  changes  In  vassal  r.amas  be  disclosed  apd  ba  made  available 
for  inclusion  in  the  Marine  Safety  Information  System.  Thia 
system  will  enable  the  Coast  Guard  to  promptly  identify 
tankers  which  have  long  histories  of  poor  maintenance,  pollution 
violations  and  accidents.  Or.ce  identified,  such  tankers  can 
be  excluded  from  U.S.  ports,  if  necessary. 

9.  Comprehensive  Oil  Pollution  Liability  and  Compensation  Legislation 

The  Secretary  of  Transportation  will  submit  to  Congress  on  the 
President's  behalf  the  Comprehensive  Oil  Pollution  Liability  and 
Compensation  Act  of  1977,  which  replaces  the  current  fragmented 
end  overlapping  systems  cf  Federal  and  State  oil  apill  liability 
laWs  and  compensation  fur.da  with  a single  nationwide  framework. 

It  establishes  one  national  standard  of  strict  liability  for  oil 
spills  whether  the  source  be  vessels,  pipelines,  terminals  or 
offshors  facilities.  It  also  establishes  a $100  million  fund 
to  cover  cleanup  costs  and  to  assure  full  compensation 
to  victims  for  virtually  all  oil  pollution  danaaes.  The  fund 
consolidates  three  existing  Federal  oil  pollution  compen- 
sation funds,  the  Trans-Alaska  Pipeline  Fund,  the  Deepwater 
Porta  Fund  and  part  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 
Act  Fund.  The  compensation  provided  under  the  legislation  is 
extensive.  For  example,  eligible  claimants  Include 
fishermen  whose  usual  fishing  grounds  are  polluted  and  resort 
communities  whose  peak  vacation  seasons  are  ruined  by  oil- 
alicked  beaches. 

Tha  Administration  bill  Is  based  on  legislation  which  has  been 
Introduced  by  Congressmen  Murphy  and  Biaqgi  and  is  now  under 

consideration  bv  the  House  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee.  • 

The  Administration  bill  raises  the  minimum  liability  for  veaaala 
carrying  oil  in  bulk  to  $500,000  and  removes  the  $30  million 
calling  on  liability  for  supertankers.  It  also  proposes  a 
mechanism  for  States  to  participate  in  the  Federal  compensation 
ayaeem.  Another  change  will  allow  the  Fund  to  provide  compensa- 
tion to  Federal  and  State  agencies  which  perform  post-spill 
environmental  damage  assessments. 

d.  Federal  Oil  Pollution  Response  Capability 

The  President  ia  directing  the  Coast  Guard,  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  and  other  responsible  Federal  agencies  to 
begin  plana  for  upgrading  their  capability  to  respond  to,  contain. 
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•Bd  mltleqte  the  damaging  of  oil  spills  in  cooperation  with 

**•*•  *m  local  governments.  Special  attention  will  be  given 
to  spills  which  occur  under  extreme  weather  conditions. 

The  framework  for  coordination  of  Federal  pollution  response 
activities  is  established  by  the  National  Contingency  Flan 
(40  Federal  Regulations  1510) . The  Coast  Guard  and  the 
Bnvironmental  Protection  Agency  are  the  lead  agencies  under 
the  plan.  In  their  assigned  areas  of  responsibility,  each  agency 
predesignates  Federal  on-scene  coordinators  who  are  responsible 
tor  directing  the  Federal  response  when  oil  spills  occur. 

The  National  Plan  is  supplemented  by  Regional  Response  Plans, 
which  provide  for  coordination  of  Federal,  State  and  local 
government  response  efforts.  This  response  system,  particularly 
the  Regional  Plans,  will  be  reviewed  as  part  of  the  President's 
oil'  pollution  program. 

Presently  the  Coast  Guard  can  deliver  pollution  containment  and 
cleanup  equipment  to  the  scene  of  a spill  within  24  hours.  The 
Administration  plans  to  evaluate  the  coats  and  feasibility  of 
upgrading  this  capability  to  provide  adequate  response  within 
eix  hours  for  a spill  of  up  to  100,000  tons  of  oil. 

ADDITIONAL  INITIATIVES 

Along  with  the  major  actions  just  discussed,  the  President  is 
directing  the  Secretary  of  Transportation,  in  cooperation  with  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  other  appropriate  aaencies,  to 
undertake  several  studies  of  other  promising  programs  and  techniques 
for  reducing  marine  oil  pollution.  These  studies  will  includet 

* An  evaluation  of  the  costs  and  benefits  of  crude  washing, 
a system  which  utilitea  crude  oil  to  clean  cargo  tanks. 

* An  evaluation  of  design,  construction  and  equipment  standards 
for  tank  barges  which  carry  oil. 

* A study  of  long  range  vessel  surveillance  and  control  systems. 

* An  evaluation  of  devices  to  improve  maneuvering  and  stopping 
ability  of  large  tankers,  with  research  to  include  the  use 
of  ship  simulator. 

* A study  of  the  fee  collection  mechanism  for  the  comprehensive 
oil  pollution  fund. 

The  Secretary  of  Transportation  will  report  back  to  the  President 
after  4 months  cn  the  status  of  these  studies. 
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U.  S.  COAST  GUARD  IMPLEMENTATION  OF 
PRESIDENTIAL  INITIATIVE  FOR  EVALUATION 
OF  COSTS  AND  B0JIFITS  OF  CRUDE  OIL  WASHING 


I MAY  1978 


Crude  oil  washing  (COW),  a technique  which  utilises  crude  oil  to 
dean  cargo  tanks  of  tankers,  has  been  developed  over  the  laet  several 
years  into  a presently  accepted  alternative  to  segregated  ballast  tanks 
(SBT)  for  existing  tankers.  In  addition,  It  has  become  an  international 
requirement  for  all  new  tankers. 

As  a result  of  the  "Presidential  Initiatives"  outlined  In  "Oil 
Pollution  of  the  Oceans;  the  President's  Message  to  the  Congress  Recom- 
mending Measures  to  Control  the  Problems ,"  dated  March  17,  1977,  the 
Coast  Guard  embarked  upon  a program,  both  nationally  and  internationally, 
to  develop  new  rules  for  oil  tankers.  In  addition  to  the  major  actions 
proposed  by  the  President,  the  Department  of  Transportation  was  directed 
to  undertake  several  studies  of  other  promising  programs  and  techniques 
for  reducing  marine  oil  pollution.  The  particular  study  "An  evaluation 
of  the  costs  and  benefits  of  crude  washing,  a system  which  utilises  crude 
oil  to  clean  tanks,"  is  the  subject  matter  for  this  report. 

In  less  than  a year's  time,  COW  has  been  developed  from  a tank  cleaning 
procedure  practiced  by  a few  major  oil  companies  to  an  Internationally 
accepted  method  of  reducing  operational  pollution.  The  U.  S.  and  other 
nations  started  with  very  little  detailed  information  on  COW  and  through 
numerous  national  and  International  meetings /discussions  developed  detailed 
specifications  and  requirements  for  its  use.  Most  of  the  deliberations  were 
under  the  auspices  of  the  Intergovernmental  Maritime  Consultative  Organisation 
(IMCO). 

The  study  Indicates  that  there  are  economic  advantages  to  COW.  These 
result  from  an  Increase  in  cargo  outturn  as  well  as  reduced  tank  cleaning 
time  prior  to  entry  Into  a shipyard.  Cost  data  comparing  COW  with  segre- 
gated ballast  tanks  (SBT)  retrofit  are  also  discussed  In  this  study.  In 
addition  to  the  cost  data,  the  study  reviews  the  advantages  and  disadvantages 
of  COW. 

The  Coast  Guard  will  implement  regulations  and  procedures  for  crude  oil 
washing  In  the  following  manner: 

1.  Regulatory  - A "Motlce"  was  published  on  20  April  1978.  This  docu- 
ment eets  forth  our  Intentions  with  respect  to  the  Implementation  of  the 
International  Conference  on  Tanker  Safety  and  Pollution  Prevention,  1978 
(TSPP)  Protocols. 

2.  Changes  to  the  Marine  Safety  Manual  (CG-495)  will  be  Incorporated 
to  adequately  cover  crude  oil  procedures  in  general  and  COW  In  detail. 

3.  The  instruction  program  for  Coast  Guard  inspection  personnel 
(Marine  Safety  School)  will  be  updated  to  Include  Instructions  on  COW 
procedures . 

4.  COW  guidelines  will  be  disseminated  to  the  Coast  Ouard  field 
merchant  marine  technical  branches  (nmt)  which  handle  plan  review  for  ship 
construction. 
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5.  Guidelines  win  be  provided  to  ths  Coast  Guard  field  inspection 
units  with  respect  to  the  tests  prescribed  in  4.2.10  of  the  specifications 
for  the  Design,  Operation,  and  Control  of  Crude  Oil  Washing  Sts teas  (TSPP 
Resolution  IS,  Annex  Z). 

In  addition  to  the  5 items  amaerated  above,  ths  Coast  Guard  is  planning 
on  sending  an  inspection  team  to  the  Port  of  Rotterdam.  The  purpose  would 
be  to  obtain  ths  benefit  of  the  Rather land's  expertise  and  experiences  in 
the  proper  control  and  coordination  of  the  practice  of  crude  oil  washing. 

*>"“«*•*  interest  will  be  the  amount  of  coordination  necessary  between 
the  ship's  crew  and  the  port  authority. 

COW  normally  will  be  conducted  in-port , before  the  ship  leaves  it  final 
port  of  discharge,  under  the  close  supervision,  control  and  oversight  of  the 
Administration  whose  port  the  vessel  la  utilising.  However,  if  a tank  is 
crude  oil  washed  at  sea  between  multiple  discharge  ports,  ths  tenk  shall 
be  left  saq>ty  and  available  for  inspection  at  the  next  discharge  port  before 
commencing  the  next  ballast  voyage. 

Crude  Oil  Washing  is  a viable  process.  The  economics  of  crude  oil 
washing  are  proven  and  COW  is  an  acceptable  alternative  to  SET  from  an 
operational  pollution  standpoint  for  existing  vessels.  Because  COW  le 
operational,  certain  precautions  must  be  observed  to  insure  that  COW 
is  being  conducted  in  the  most  effective  and  safe  way  possible.  It  is 
felt  that  if  the  "Specifications"  as  developed  by  the  TSPP  Conference 
are  adhered  to,  then  COW  will  be  a safe  and  effective  way  to  reduce 
operational  pollution  as  well  as  to  economically  clean  tanks. 

prepared  for  the  President  in  direct  response  to 
his  "Presidential  Initiatives"  of  March  1977. 
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CRUDE  OIL  WASHING 


1.0  OBJECTIVE 


The  objective  of  this  study  is  to  evsluste  the  economics  of  crude 
oil  washing  (COW)  and  to  develop  proper  safety  critsrls  for  permitting 
crude  oil  washing  in  U.  S.  ports.  In  addition,  the  results  will  assist 
the  Coast  Guard  in  determining  whether  crude  oil  washing  is  sn  acceptable 
alternative  to  segregated  ballast  on  existing  ships  for  purposes  of 
reducing  operational  pollution. 

2.0  BACKGROUND 

In  conjunction  with  the  "Presidential  Initiatives",  announced  by 
President  Carter  in  his  March  17,  1977,  message  to  the  Congress  recom- 
mending measures  to  control  the  problem  of  oil  pollution  of  the  oceans, 
the  following  statement  was  made: 

"ADDITIONAL  INITIATIVES 


Along  with  the  major  actions  just  discussed,  the  President  is 
directing  the  Secretary  of  Transportation,  in  cooperation  with 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  other  appropriate 
agencies,  to  undertake  several  studies  of  other  promising 
programs  and  techniques  for  reducing  marine  oil  pollution. 
These  studies  will  Include: 

o An  evaluation  of  the  costs  and  benefits  of  crude  washing, 
a system  which  utilizes  crude  oil  to  clean  cargo  tanks." 


3.0  SCOPE  OF  STUDY 

The  basic  premise  essential  to  this  study  is  that  crude  oil  washing 
is  a usable  process.  What  will  be  examined  are  the  technical  merits  of 
crude  oil  washing  and  how  the  Coast  Guard  can  safely  implement  regulations 
and  procedures  for  COW. 

Only  the  direct  aspects  of  crude  oil  washing  need  be  evaluated. 
Current  industry  practice  recommends  crude  oil  washing  be  done  only  with 
ships  fitted  with  fixed  inert  gas  systems.  The  protocols  developed  at 
the  Pebruary  Conference  on  Tanker  Safety  and  Pollution  Prevention  mandate 
fitting  of  fixed  inert  gas  systems  when  COW  is  fitted. 

What  needs  to  be  Included  is  as  follows: 
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(1)  Requirements  for  personnel  quallf lcatlons/ training. 


(2)  Equipment  parameters 

(a)  Required  mxnber  and  positioning  of  washing  machines 

(b)  Required  cargo  pumping  capabilities  (wash  and  discharge 
cargo  simultaneously) 

(c)  Adequacy  of  stripping  system 

(3)  Verification  that  crude  oil  washing  works 

(a)  System  checks 

(b)  Duration  of  washing  required 

The  three  (3)  basic  areas,  listed  above,  require  Indepth  analyses. 

4.0  STUDY  RESULTS 

4.1  Crude  Oil  Washing  (COW) 

Tank  cleaning  is  the  process  of  removing  foreign  matter , residual 
cargo,  and  water  from  tanks.  Cleaning,  performed  as  infrequently  as 
possible,  is  accomplished  for  the  following  reasons: 

a.  In  preparation  for  a Coast  Guard  biennial  internal  inspection. 

b.  In  preparation  for  proceeding  to  a repair  yard. 

c.  In  preparation  for  a change  In  cargo  (or  prior  to  carrying 
another  load  of  the  same  cargo). 

d.  For  removal  of  excessive  foreign  matter  from  tank  bottoms 
(sludge,  wax,  sand,  etc.)  to  Increase  cargo  carrying  capacity. 

The  Industry  has  continually  looked  for  ways  to  reduce  the  contact 
between  oil  and  water.  The  mechanical  agitation  of  oil  and  water  during 
water  washing  and  transfer  of  residues  to  the  slop  tank  forms  oil-water 
emulsions  that  are  difficult  to  separate. 

The  concept  of  waterless  washing  of  cargo  tanks  Is  not  a new  one, 
but  It  took  the  development  of  large  tankers  of  the  VLCC  (very  large 
crude  carrier)  class  to  revive  the  concept  on  a practical  basis.  Most 
large  tankers  are  equipped  with  large  capacity,  permanently  mounted  tank 
washing  machines,  and  inert  gas  systems.  Vlth  some  piping  modifications, 
it  was  relatively  simple  to  convert  to  oil  washing  from  water  washing. 
Reduction  of  the  significant  amounts  of  oiltratar  mixtures  Involved  was 
an  added  Incentive  to  Improve  the  pollution  prevention  capabilities  of 
tankers. 

Crude  oil  washing  la  a tank  cleaning  procedure  that  has  been  developed 
for  certain  oil  tankers.  The  cleaning  procedure  Is  very  similar  to  that 
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followed  when  cleaning  with  water  with  two  notable  exceptions.  First,  crude 
oil  cargo  la  used  as  the  washing  medium  rather  than  water.  Second,  the  tank 
cleaning  procedure  normally  is  carried  out  while  the  vessel  is  discharging 
cargo  in  port  rather  than  at  sea. 

During  crude  oil  washing,  a part  of  the  cargo  being  discharged  ashore  is 
diverted  through  the  fixed  tank  cleaning  system  into  the  tanks  being 
emptied  so  that  the  exposed  tank  surfaces  are  washed  by  jets  of  crude  oil. 

Any  oil  or  sludge  clinging  to  Internal  surfaces,  and  in  particular 
horizontal  surfaces,  is  washed  down  leaving  the  tanks'  structure  clean 
so  that  a minimum  amount  of  water  washing  is  required  for  the  tank  to  be 
used  for  clean  ballast,  or  gas-freed  for  man-entry  or  to  carry-out  repairs. 

The  procedure  is  not  applicable  to  all  crude  oil  tankers.  Industry 
recommendations  state  that  the  procedure  should  only  be  practiced  on  ships 
that  are  equipped  with  fixed  tank  washing  equipment  (piping  and  machines) 
and  have  a properly  operating,  fixed  inert  gas  system  (a  system  utilized  to 
control  the  cargo  tank  atmosphere). 


After  ensuring  that  the  tank  atmosphere  is  properly  Inerted  (less 
than  8Z  oxygen)  crude  oil  is  pumped  into  the  tank  through  the  tank 
washing  machines.  Figure  (1)  is  an  illustration  of  one  type  of  fixed 
tank  machine.  As  crude  oil  is  pumped  through  the  machine,  the  nozzle 
rotates  about  its  vertical  axis  and  simultaneously  changes  its  eleva- 
tion through  a pre-set  arc.  As  the  nozzle  moves  through  its  cycle,  the 
tank  surfaces  are  exposed  to  the  oil  jet  and  subsequent  run-down.  It  is 
the  combination  of  the  jet  and  oil  run-down  that  cleans  the  exposed 
surfaces.  Because  the  procedure  takes  place  during  cargo  discharge, 
the  tank  residues  are  also  discharged  from  the  vessel,  thus  leaving 
the  tank  practically  free  of  all  oil  residue  (sludge) . A paper  entitled 
"How  Can  Crude  Oil  Used  As  A Tank  Washing  Fluid  Clean  Up  Crude  Oil  Cargo 
Residue"  by  Dr.  J.  E.  Shewmaker,  Exxon  Research  and  Engineering,  discusses 
in  detail  the  phenomenon. 

In  practice,  it  was  found  that  the  tanks  are  washed  in  steps  de- 
pending upon  individual  vessel  arrangements  and  pumping  capability  so 
as  to  minimize  delay  to  the  vessel  at  the  discharge  berth.  For  example, 
one  company  practice  is  to  wash  in  two  steps  while  another  uses  three 
steps. 

The  two  step  approach  begins  by  washing  the  top  portion  of  the  tank 
after  approximately  75Z  of  the  cargo  from  a tank  has  been  discharged. 

After  completion  of  that  step,  washing  is  stopped  until  stripping  (the  method 
utilized  to  remove  the  "small"  quantity  of  crude  oil  remaining  in  the  bottom 
portion  of  the  cargo  tank)  begins,  then  the  remainder  of  the  tank  is 
washed.  Figure  2 Illustrates  the  two  step  procedure.  The  other  practice 
is  to  use  three  steps:  top  wash,  middle  wash,  and  finally,  bottom  wash. 
Regardless  of  the  individual  practice,  the  bottom  washing  step  is  oust 
Important  to  the  final  condition  of  the  tank.  During  the  bottom  wash, 
the  oil  flow  into  the  tank  must  be  balanced  with  the  cargo  stripping 
capacity  so  that  the  bottom  is  kept  essentially  dry.  This  permits 
optimum  drainage  across  the  bottom  and  allows  the  residue  to  run  back  to 
the  stripping  suction  point.  Thus,  It  Is  critical  to  the  effectiveness 
of  the  procedure  for  the  vessel  to  be  equipped  with  an  efficient  stripping 
system. 
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FIGURE  1 


LAVOHATIC  TANK  CLEANING  MACHINE 


; 


Significant  technical  questions  which  must  be  answered  to  properly  assess 
COW  as  an  alternative  to  segregated  ballast  tanks  (SBT)  retrofit  together 
with  some  responses  ars  as  follows: 

1.  How  is  the  level  of  desired  effectiveness  dsflnsd? 

The  level  of  effectiveness  is  best  defined  as  a crude  oil  washed 
cargo  tank  being  nearly  free  from  oil  and  sediment.  In  this  regard  an 
optimal  level  of  effectiveness  would  be  attained  when  a crude  oil  washing 
system  removed  sufficient  oil  and  residue  so  as  to  make  water  washing 
unnecessary.  The  objective  Is  to  be  able  to  discharge  the  ballast  con- 
tents of  such  a tank  directly  into  the  sea  without  violating  the  discharge 
standards  of  International  Convention  for  the  Prevention  of  Pollution 
from  Ships,  1973  (MARPOL  73). 

2.  How  Is  the  proper  number  and  location  of  fixed  washing  ms chines 
determined? 

Two  methods  can  be  used.  One  method  utilises  shadow  diagrams  during 
plan  review.  Lines  are  drawn  from  tips  of  the  washing  mschlnes  to  parts 
of  the  tank  to  be  washed.  This  method  identifies  "shadow  areas"  where 
direct  Impingement  may  not  occur  and  splash-back  effect  and  run  down 
will  have  to  be  relied  upon  for  cleaning.  The  other  method,  used  In 
more  complicated  tank  structures,  relies  on  a pin-point  light  source  to 
identify  similar  areas.  The  ultimate  dsterminatlon  of  course  is  a 
visual  Inspection  of  s tank  following  a crude  oil  wash. 

3.  How  is  adequate  stripping  and  tank  drainage  defined? 

Adequate  stripping  and  tank  dralnaga  are  achieved  when  the  tank 
bottom  is  dry  following  crude  oil  and  water  wash  cycles.  In  this  regard 
the  comments  pertaining  to  #1  above  apply.  Adequate  stripping  and 
drainage  require  that  the  capacity  of  the  stripping  system  be  sited  to 
exceed  the  combined  capacity  of  all  tank  washing  machines  which  msy  be 
operating  at  any  one  time. 

4.  What  Is  the  Influence  of  different  types  of  crude  oil  on  crude 
oil  washing  effectiveness? 

This  can  be  checked  by  utilising  different  crude  oils  for  COW 
and  determining  effectiveness  as  discussed  In  comments  above.  Most 
experience  has  been  gained  with  Arabian  crudes,  while  little  or  no 
experience  has  been  reported  with  crude  oils  from  the  Western  Hemisphere. 

5.  How  is  it  Insured  that  properly  trained  crews  ars  aboard, 
including  adequate  manning  during  the  period  when  close  supervision  Is 

essential? 

Qualifications  of  persons  in  charge  of  crude  oil  washing 
operations  must  include  previous  experience  with  COW  or  completion  of  an 
approved  training  program.  Further , such  a person  should  be  familiar 
with  the  specific  equipment  aboard  that  ship  and  the  contents  of  its 
Operation  and  Iqulpment  Manual.  Other  persons  responsible  for  particular 
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COW  operations  should  have  cosmensurate  experience  and/or  training.  This 
should  be  verified  and  controlled  during  the  Inspection  of  00W  in  port. 
Port  authorities  can  require  a certificate  prior  to  permitting  COW  to 
Insure  training  and  manning  are  adequate. 


6 . What  control 
effectiveness? 


ensures  can  be  established  to  Insure  desired 


Good  Initial  design  of  the  COW  system,  particularly  with  regard 
to  location  of  fixed  washing  machines  and  adequacy  of  the  stripping 
system,  is  an  Important  measure  to  Insure  COW  effectlvess.  Other 
■ensures  to  be  considered  by  the  owner /operator  include;  crew  training, 
examination  of  oil  record  books,  tank  Inspection,  and  examination  of 
ballast  discharge. 

The  following  advantages  and  disadvantages  have  been  identified 
with  COW: 


4.1.1  Advantages 

The  primary  advantage  of  crude  oil  washing  is  that  it  provides 
a method  whereby  nearly  all  rasidue  and  sediment  can  be  removed 
from  cargo  tanks  and  discharged  with  the  cargo.  This  in  turn 
provides  two  benefits;  one  in  the  form  of  Increased  economic 
return  because  of  greater  cargo  outturn,  and  the  other  in  the 
form  of  a reduction  in  potential  for  operational  pollution. 

The  potential  for  operational  pollution  is  reduced  because  of  the 
relatively  small  quantities  of  oil/water  mixtures  which  must  be  handled 
following  a crude  oil  washing  cycle.  These  reductions  are  accounted  for 
as  follows: 

Cargo  tanks  utilised  for  clean  ballast  (arrival  ballast) 
require  only  a short  water  rinse. 

Cargo  tanks  utilized  for  dirty  ballast  (departure  ballast) 
have  only  small  quantities  of  oil  remaining. 

Cargo  tanks  not  requirad  for  ballast  need  no  water  washing,  there- 
fore there  is  less  olly-water  mixture  which  must  be  processed 
by  load  on  top  (LOT).  LOT  is  a pollution  prevention  measure  which 
is  designed  to  reduce  aggregate  amounts  of  olly-water  mixtures. 

Tanker  operators  have  an  economic  incentive  to  perform  COW.  There  la  a 
greater  and  more  consistent  outturn  of  cargo,  which  means  the  ship  has 
Increased  cargo  carrying  efficacy.  Further,  because  less  seawater  la 
Introduced  into  cargo  tanks  and  piping,  cargo  is  of  slightly  higher 
quality.  Removal  of  rasidue  from  cargo  tanks  by  COW  reduces  both  periodic 
cleaning  costs  and  cost  of  preparation  for  shipyard  entry.  This  in  turn 
contributes  towards  a reduction  in  potential  for  operational  pollution 
by  reducing  the  overall  quantity  of  oil  remaining  in  the  tanka. 

COW  has  proven  to  be  cost  effective  on  large  tenkera  ( 100,000  DWT)  and 
in  many  cases  pays  for  system  installation  in  3-5  years. 
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4.1.2  Dl»«dvanfgei 


a.  More  tlae  la  required  at  the  terminals  if  COW  cannot  be  com- 
pleted within  the  time  alloted  for  discharge  of  cargo.  This  is  a function 
of  the  ability  of  specific  terminals  to  receive  cargo  and  the  number  of 
tanks  to  be  cleaned. 

b.  Some  types  of  crude  oil  probably  cannot  be  used  In  the  COW 
process.  In  these  Instances  alternative  arrangements  would  be  necessary 

for  prevention  of  operational  pollution  (clean  ballast  or  segregated  ballast) . 

c.  COW  can  reault  in  an  incraaaed  level  of  cargo  vapors  being 
discharged  to  the  atmosphere.  This  occurs  when  tanks  are  ballasted 
following  a crude  oil  wash.  Prevention  requires  simultaneous  ballasting 
and  cargo  discharge  with  commensurate  piping  design  to  allow  "cascading" 
of  vapors  from  one  tank  to  the  next.  This  becomes  more  complicated 
because  trim  requirements  must  also  be  taken  Into  consideration.  Trim 
can  be  an  Important  consideration,  especially  during  bottom  washing  and 
stripping  operations. 

d.  Effective  COW  is  dependent  upon  operational  procedures  and 
equipment  maintenance  as  well  as  good  design.  On-site  inspection  and 
supervision  can  minimize  the  operational  problems.  Thorough  predesign 
consideration  as  well  as  design  review  and  prequalification  tests  can 
minimise  design  problems. 

In  addition  to  tachnical  questions  which  must  be  snswered  regarding  COW, 
the  application  of  COW  as  an  alternative  to  SBT  raises  additional  issues. 

For  safety  reasons  COW  requires  that  an  Inert  Gas  System  be  installed 
and  used;  therefore,  the  economic  incentive  for  COW  diminishes  as 
vessel  else  decreases.  These  costs  stay  nearly  constant  while  the 
benefits  decrease  in  proportion  to  vessel  slsa.  Thus,  as  vessel  else 
decreases,  so  does  the  economic  incentive  for  its  Installation.  The 
size  vessel  where  COW  becomes  unattractive  Is  not  precisely  known  and 
is  affected  by  additional  factors  such  as  vassal  age,  crew  qualifications, 
design  and  capacity  of  Installed  stripping  systems,  and  terminal  receiving 
capabilities.  However,  If  Inert  gas  systems  are  required  for  all  tank 
vessels  the  economic  Incentive  as  a competitive  advantage  for  COW  increases. 

Crude  oil  washing  applies  as  its  name  suggests  - to  crude  carriers. 

Because  It  cannot  be  used  aboard  product  carriers.  It  cannot  be  considered 
as  an  alternative  for  SBT  aboard  those  vassals. 

Thus , from  an  economic  viewpoint,  application  of  COW  Is  bast  suited  for 
installation  aboard  large  crude  carriers.  Installation  aboard  smaller 
crude  carriers  still  provides  pollution  prevention  benefits,  however, 
the  cost  recovery  time  Is  longer. 

4.2  International  Developments 

During  the  past  several  years,  the  Intergovernmental  Maritime  Consul- 
tative Organisation  (IMCO)  has  bean  considering  the  application  of  the 
segregated  ballast  concept  to  existing  oil  tankers.  Segregated  ballast 
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la  a design  concept  which  has  been  Internationally  accepted  for  new 
oil  tankers  of  a size  greater  than  70,000  DWT  as  a aeans  of  virtually 
eliminating  operational  pollution  arising  from  the  handling  of  dirty 
ballast. 

In  May  1976,  the  Coast  Guard  Indicated  In  an  Advanced  Notice  of 
Proposed  Rulemaking  (CG  76-075)  that  consideration  was  being  given  to 
amending  current  regulations  to  require  the  retrofitting  of  certain 
existing  oil  tankers  vith  segregated  ballast.  Many  comments  on  the 
Advanced  Notice,  especially  from  tanker  operators,  suggestsd  retro- 
fitting of  segregated  ballast  was  uneconomical.  As  an  alternative, 
crude  oil  washing  was  suggested  as  a store  efficient  means  of  controlling 
operational  pollution  from  certain  oils. 

In  his  message  of  17  March  1977,  President  Carter  announced  his 
"Tanker  Initiatives".  Included  In  the  initiatives  Is  a requirement 
that  within  5 years  all  oil  tankers  of  a size  greater  than  20,000  dead 
weight  tons  (DWT)  are  to  be  fitted  vith  segregated  ballast.  Further,  the 
message  included  provisions  for  acceptance  of  alternatives  or  technological 
improvements  which  provide  the  same  degree  of  protection  against  pollution. 
President  Carter  also  directed  that  International  negotiations  begin  to 
upgrade  the  existing  International  standards  to  Include  the  specific  items 
contained  in  the  Initiatives.  Thus,  the  United  States  at  IMCO  proposed 
that  International  accords  be  modified  to  require  segregated  ballast  on 
all  oil  tankers  greater  than  20,000  DWT.  As  a result  other  governments 
countered  the  U.  S.  proposal  by  suggesting  that  crude  oil  washing  should 
be  considered  in  lieu  of  segregated  ballast  retrofit. 

In  May  1977,  in  reaponse  to  the  Presidential  Initiatives,  the  Coast 
Guard  indicated  In  a Notice  of  Proposed  Rule  Making  (77-058)  that  consi- 
deration was  being  given  to  amending  current  regulations  to  require  new 
and  existing  tank  vessels  20,000  DWT  or  above  to  have  segregated  ballast 
tanks.  As  with  the  May  1976  Notice  many  tanker  operators  suggested  in 
their  consents  that  COW  should  be  allowed  as  an  alternative  to  SBT  as 
a more  effective  means  of  controlling  operational  pollution. 

During  the  Joint  Maritime  Safety  Committee/Marine  Environmental 
Protection  Committee  (MSC/MEPC)  Meeting  in  October  1977,  crude  oil 
washing  was  considered  in  some  detsll  as  a possible  equivalent  alter- 
native to  segregated  ballast  Installations  for  existing  crude  carriers. 

A special  Working  Group  of  the  proponents  of  crude  oil  washing  was  set 
up  at  the  Joint  Meeting  to: 

(a)  supply  written  answers  to  questions  relating  to  crude  oil 
washing  posed  by  the  United  States;  and 

(b)  to  consider  the  proposed  United  Kingdom  amendments  to  Regu- 
lation 13  of  Annex  I of  MARPOL  73,  as  contained  in  MSC/MEPC/INF.  22, 
whereby  crude  oil  washing  would  be  accepted  as  an  alternative  to  segre- 
gated ballast. 

The  proponents  of  crude  oil  washing  replied  to  the  questions  posed 
by  the  United  States  and  both  the  questions  and  the  replies  are  contained 


11-9- 


as  Annas  XIX  of  MSC/MEPC/10.  Th*  proponents  alao  conaldarad  tha  Unlcad 
Kingdom  proposal  (MSC/MEPC/INF.  22),  and  eha  praparad  proposed  revised 
requirements  for  crude  oil  washing  systems  contained  at  Annex  XXII  of 
MSC/MEPC/10. 

Several  Delegations  were  critical  of  the  material  developed  by  the 
Vorklng  Croup.  Because  general  agreement  could  not  be  reached  that  the 
information  in  Annexes  XIX  and  XXII  of  MSC/MEPC/10  was  sufficient  to 
evaluate  crude  oil  washing,  it  was  decided  that  the  answers  to  the 
questions  and  the  specific  requirements  should  be  further  developed  by  a 
Working  Group  at  the  eighth  session  of  MEPC  in  December  1977. 

The  Joint  Meeting  also  recommended  that  the  MEPC  Working  Group 
should  consider  the  preparation  of  "Guidelines  for  the  design,  installs- 
tion,  and  control  of  crude  oil  washing  systems"  to  be  adopted  by  the 
Organisation.  These  guidelines  should  Include: 

- design  standards; 

- operational  requirements; 

- control  and  enforcement  procedures. 

During  the  week  of  5-9  December  1977  at  MEPC  VIII,  the  Working 
Group  on  crude  oil  washing  convened  to  discuss  those  items  not  resolved 
at  the  Joint  Meeting.  Draft  Guidelines  were  developed;  however,  several 
items  were  left  for  finalisation  at  the  Tanker  Safety  and  Pollution 
Prevention  (TSPP)  Conference.  Several  countries  expressed  concern  over 
COW  and  reserved  their  position  on  acceptance  of  COW.  They  felt  COW  was 
a relatively  new  technique  mainly  conducted  by  some  major  oil  companies 
and  that  it  should  be  essential  that  all  administrative,  technical  and 
operational  aspects  should  be  properly  evaluated  before  crude  oil  trashing 
could  be  considered  as  an  equivalent  alternative  to  segregated  ballast 
tanks.  Specific  concern  was  expressed  that  there  was  an  intention 
to  permit  crude  oil  washing  at  sea.  Previous  statements  made  at  TSPP 
II,  TSPP  III  and  the  Joint  MEPC/MSC  Meeting  indicated  that  COW  would 
normally  be  conducted  only  in  port. 

At  the  TSPP  Conference  (6  - 17  February  1978)  discussions  concerning 
COW  continued.  After  much  debate  the  principle  of  COW  was  accepted  by 
the  Conference.  The  following  suassarlzes  where  crude  oil  washing  is  re- 
quired and/or  permitted  as  an  alternative: 

Hew  Crude  Oil  Tankers 


o Every  new  crude  oil  tanker  of  20,000  tons  deadweight  and  above 
ahall  be  fitted  with  a cargo  tank  cleaning  system  using  crude  oil  washing. 

Existing  Crude  Oil  Tankers 

o Every  existing  crude  oil  tankers  of  40,000  tons  deadweight  and 
abova  shall  ba  provided  with  SBT,  clean  ballast  tanka  (CBT) , or  COW. 


la  addition  to  tha  abovaa antlonad  lagulations  of  tha  Protocol  to 
MARPOL  1973,  tha  Coafaranca  adoptad  two  Kaaolutlons  pertaining  to  COM. 

Tha  flrat  (laaolutlon  7)  daala  with  development  of  guidelines  for  tha 
performance  of  la-port  laapactlona  of  tha  raeult  of  tank  cleaning  by 
means  of  crude  oil  washing.  Tha  aacond  (laaolutlon  15)  daala  with  tha 
apedflcatlona  for  tha  design,  operation  and  control  of  crude  oil  waahlng 
ayateaa.  Tha  Annas  to  thla  resolution  contain  tha  actual  apedflcatlona. 
Iheae  apedflcatlona  are  tha  culmination  of  all  tha  efforts  that  want 
into  tha  development  of  tha  "guidelines".  The  "guidelines"  now  have  in 
fact  become  apedflcatlona. 

To  put  thlnga  In  their  proper  proapectlve  one  must  remember  that 
COM  waa  only  one  part  of  tha  total  TSPP  Conference.  To  appradata  the 
overall  improvements  to  safety  and  pollution  prevention,  attention  la 
drawn  to  tha  Pinal  Act  of  the  Conference  (International  Conference  on 
Tanker  Safety  and  Pollution  Prevention,  1978)  and  Its  three  attachments; 
Attachment  1 contains  the  Protocol  to  SOLAS  1974,  Attachment  2 contains 
the  Protocol  to  MAKPOL  1973,  and  Attachment  3 contains  the  Besolutlona 
of  the  Conference. 

4.3  Economic  Evaluation 

In  evaluating  the  economics  of  crude  oil  washing  three  Independent 
studies  were  Investigated.  They  were:  a Maritime  Administration  Study 
(Tanker  Pollution  Abatement  Beport),  an  Esson  Study,  and  a study  conducted 
by  the  Government  of  the  Netherlands  (for  presentation  to  TSPP  Conference). 


4.3.1  MarAd  Studv 


a.  Economic  Advantage: 


Crude  waahlng  was  proven  to  be  a desirable  process  from  a 
technical  standpoint  since  It  Is  more  effective  than  water  washing.  Hou- 
evcr,  the  economics  Involved  In  crude  washing  will  be  a primary  factor 
in  determining  the  estent  of  Its  Implementation. 

An  analysis  was  performed  on  the  costs  associated  with  the  crude 
washing.  The  basis  of  this  analysis  is  a 250  MDWT  (250,000  OUT)  VLCC 
performing  a full  crude  wash  at  every  discharge.  The  veasel  Is  assisted 
to  make  6 voyages  Persian  Gulf  (PC) /North  Europe  each  year  and  go  to 
repairs  every  two  years.  A freight  rate  of  Uorld  Scale  (VS)  70  is 
assumed  and  crude  oil  la  valued  at  $90/ton.  Following  la  a summary  of 
the  analysis: 

K$/TR. 

Oil  recovered  from  sludge  32 


Cllngage  recovered  from  veasel  bulkheads  70 

Additional  cargo  capacity  gained  by 

removing  aludge  24 

Additional  cargo  capacity  gained  by 

removing  cllngage  81 

Tassel  time  earned  on  route  to  dock  33 
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Reduced  costs  of  tank  cleaning  so  routs  to  dock  10 

Extended  dlschsrge  time  (50) 

Amortisation  and  maintenance  of  washing 

machines  and  piping  (75) 


Nat  Savings  125 

Thssa  economics  do  not  raprassnt  an  optima  case  sines  optimisation 
•ay  vary  froa  vassal  to  vassal.  In  practice  it  is  unlikely  that  all 
tanks  will  bs  crude  washed  every  voyage.  Halted  experience  indicates 
that  tanks  should  not  carry  aors  than  3 cargoes  without  being  crude 
washed  to  prevent  buildup  and  subsequent  discharge  ashore  of  excessive 
amounts  of  sludge.  However,  the  primary  savings  are  identified  and 
quantified  making  it  easier  to  modify  various  costs  to  suit  a particular 
case. 


Potentially,  crude  washing  aay  provide  a significant  savings  in 
corrosion  reduction  by  minimizing  or  eliminating  tank  washing  with  salt 
water.  Since  corrosion  abatemsnt  has  not  yet  been  substantiated,  no 
estimate  of  savings  is  possible. 

The  analysis  indicates  that  there  is  an  economic  Incentive  for  crude 

washing. 

b.  Retrofit  Costs: 


Vassal  (MA  Design) 

T6-S-93a 

T8-S-100b 

TIO-S-lOlb 

Dsadwslght 

39,700 

91,800 

265,000 

No.  of  fixed  tank 

52 

56 

104 

cleaning  machines 

No.  of  control  heads 

12 

14 

14 

Estimated  cost^ 

to  retrofit  in: 

1977 

$436,000 

$510,000 

$1,000,000 

1978 

$471,000 

$550,000 

$1,008,000 

1979 

$509,000 

$595,000 

$1,170,000 

(1)  Retrofit  cost  is  based  on  condition  that  the  retrofit  work 
Is  accomplished  during  a normal  overhaul;  normal  costs 
associated  with  such  overhaul,  for  example  gas  freeing,  are 
not  included  In  the  tabulated  costs.  The  costs  lnduda 
Installation  of  piping,  valves,  fixed  machines,  and  control 
heads  at  a D.S.  shipyard. 


1,200 


1,200 


Esso  Malaysia  (190M 
dvt) 


Esso  Copenhagen 
(2S0M  dwt) 


Esso  Okinawa  (250M  dvt 


Esso  Osaka  (250M  dvt) 


The  difference  between  WITHOUT  COW  and  AFTER  COW  Is  the  amount  of  crude 
oil  recovered  and  delivered  ashore. 

Table  2 - Economic  Considerations 


Six  voyages  Persian  Gulf /North  Europe  (P.G./NE/year)  • 12  voyages 

Sludge  build-up  0 200  tons /voyage  ■ 2,400  tons 

Oil  content  8 45  percent  • 1,080  tons 

Cllngage  (constant)  per  voyage  “ 1,500  tons 

Total  retained  hydrocarbon  “ 2,580  tons 

Equivalent  value  8 $70/ton  “ $180,600  or  $90, 300/year 

b.  Retrofit  Costs: 

Since  all  Exxon's  VLCCa  vers  already  partially  outfitted  with 
flxed-ln-place  tank  cleaning  equipment  and  inert  gas  systems,  their 
economics  are  based  on  the  incremental  cost  to  completely  outfit  a 
weasel.  Roughly  speaking,  the  cost  of  completely  outfitting  a vessel  is 
about  $600,000.  Their  Incremental  costs  are  in  the  order  of  $250,000 
par  vassal. 
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4.3.3  Netherlands  Stud' 


The  results  of  this  study  will  be  summarised  by  comparing  COW 
and  SBT  for  three  different  alses  of  vessels.  In  the  case  of  retro- 
fitted SBT  the  cost  Included  piping  Modifications,  structural  Modifications 
and  corrosion  protection.  The  COW  cost  Included  fixed  tankvashlng 
Machines  and  associated  piping  Modifications. 

1)  Vessel  Class  'A'  (72.007  DWT) 


SBT  Modification 

COW 

$487,600 

$280,000* 

2) 

Vessel  Class  *B'  (209.986  DWT) 

SBT  Modification 

COW 

$1,549,000 

$350,000* 

3) 

Vessel  Class  ’C'  (318.006  DWT) 

SBT  Modification 

COW 

$1,216,500 

$390,000  * 

♦This  is  based  upon  the  assumption  that  no  fixed  tank  cleaning 
Machines  were  installed.  If  they  were  fitted  there  would  be  no  Modifications 
needed  nor  costs  involved  for  COW. 

The  Netherlands  study  concluded  that  the  risk  to  the  environment  of 
inadvertent  Maloperation  of  L.O.T.  (load  on  top)  would  be  3 times  larger 
for  SBT  than  for  COW  tankers. 

For  a More  detailed  review  of  the  economics,  attention  is  directed  to  item  (7) 
of  the  bibliography. 

4.4  Follow-up 

As  a result  of  decisions  reached  at  TSPP  1978  Conference,  the  U.  S. 

Coeat  Guard  will  implement  regulations  and  procedures  for  crude  oil 
washing  in  the  following  manner: 

1.  Regulatory  - A "Notice"  wea  published  on  20  April  1978.  This 
document  sets  forth  our  intentions  with  respect  to  the  Implementation  of  the 
TSPP  Protocols. 

2.  Changes  to  the  Marine  Safety  Manual  (CG-495)  will  be  incorporated 
to  adequately  cover  crude  oil  procedures  in  general  and  COW  in  detail. 


R 
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3.  The  instruction  program  for  Coast  Guard  Inspection  personnel 
(Marine  Safety  School)  will  be  updated  to  Include  instructions  on  COW 
procedures . 

4.  COW  guidelines  will  be  disseminated  to  the  Coast  Guard  field 
merchant  marine  technical  branches  (mmt)  which  handle  plan  review  for 
ship  construction. 

5.  Guidelines  will  be  provided  to  the  Coast  Guard  field  inspection 
units  with  respect  to  the  tests  prescribed  In  4.2.10  of  the  specifica- 
tions for  the  Design,  Operation,  and  Control  of  CrOde  Oil  Washing  System 
(TSPP  Resolution  15,  Annex  I). 

In  addition  to  the  5 items  enumerated  above,  the  Coast  Guard  is  planning 
to  send  an  inspection  team  to  the  Port  of  Rotterdam.  The  purpose  would 
be  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  the  Netherland's  expertise  and  experiences 
in  the  proper  control  and  coordination  of  the  practice  of  crude  oil 
washing.  Of  particular  interest  will  be  the  amount  of  coordination 
necessary  between  the  ships  crew  and  the  port  authority. 

5.0  CONCLUSIONS 

Crude  Oil  Washing  is  a viable  process  for  significant  reduction  of 
operational  pollution  for  crude  carriers.  The  economics  of  crude  oil 
washing  are  proven  and  COW  is  an  acceptable  alternative  to  SBT  from  an 
operational  pollution  standpoint  for  existing  vessels.  Because  COW  is 
operational  as  opposed  to  constructional,  certain  precautions  must  be 
observed  to  insure  that  COW  is  being  conducted  in  the  most  effective  and 
safest  way  possible. 

It  is  felt  that  if  the  "Specifications"  as  developed  by  the  TSPP 
Conference  are  adhered  to,  then  COW  will  be  a safe  and  effective  way  to 
reduce  operational  pollution  as  well  as  to  economically  clean  tanks. 
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to  be  Modified  if  the  problem  of  oil  pollution  fron  tank  bargee  la  to  be 
brought  under  control  In  a timely  manner. 


Therefore,  the  Coast  Guard  has  lnitiatlted  a regulatory  project  which 
will  propose  double  hull  construction  for  all  new  tank  barges  and  will 


publish  an  Advance  Notice  of  Proposed  Rulemaking  for  existing  barges  to 
receive  comments  from  all  Interested  parties  as  to  how  the  existing 
barge  fleet  can  be  treated  to  prevent  pollution  caused  by  hull  damage. 


. < 
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Objective 

The  objective  of  this  evaluation  was  to  assess  the  need  for  upgrading 
design,  construction  and  equipment  standards  to  prevent  pollution  fro* 
tank  barges  which  carry  oil. 

Background 

In  conjunction  with  the  "Presidential  Initiatives"  announced  by  President 
Carter  in  his  March  17,  1977  Manage  to  the  Congress  recoasending 
measures  to  control  the  problem  of  oil  pollution  of  the  oceans,  the 
following  statement  was  made: 

"ADDITIONAL  INITIATIVES" 

Along  with  the  Mjor  actions  just  discussed,  the  President  is 
directing  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  in  cooperation  with  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  other  appropriate  agencies,  to 
undertake  several  studies  of  other  promising  programs  and  techniques 
for  reducing  marine  oil  pollution.  These  studies  will  include: 

. An  evaluation  of  design,  construction  and  equipment  standards 
for  tank  barges  which  carry  oil.* 

In  December  1971  the  Coast  Guard  published  an  Advance  Notice  of  Proposed 
Rulemaking  discussing  the  prevention  of  pollution  from  vessels  and  large 
oil  transfer  facilities.  These  concepts  vere  proposed  under  the  authority 
of  the  Water  Quality  Improvement  Act  of  1970.  One  of  these  proposals 


i 


1.  White  House  Fact  Sheet,  Office  of  the  White  House  Press  Secretary, 
18  March  1977. 
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would  hav*  required  all  inland  tank  barges  built  aftar  a apadfiad  date 
to  ba  designed  and  conatruetad  with  a double  wall  (aidaa  and  fora  and 
aft  node).  This  propoaal  waa  intended  to  reduce  the  many  leaks  from 
barges  in  the  inland  waterways  resulting  from  routine  operational  aide 
and  end  damage.  Additionally,  this  requirement  was  expected  to  aubetantially 
reduce  the  oil  spills  resulting  from  minor  vessel  collisions  and  raamings. 

The  inland  barge  industry  entered  strong  objection  to  this  proposed 
requirement.  The  basis  for  the  objection  was  that  the  costa  had  not 
been  adequately  Investigated  and  the  effectiveness  of  the  measure  to 
significantly  reduce  oil  pollution  was  questionable.  Thus,  when  certain 
final  regulations  were  published  in  1972,  implementation  of  the  double 
wall  construction  standard  was  withheld  pending  further  study. 

The  Coast  Guard  then,  in  cooperation  with  the  Maritime  Administration, 
entered  into  a study  of  costs  and  alternatives  available  to  correct  the 
barge  pollution  problem.  The  "Tank  Barge  Study,"  NT1S  ICOM-75-10284/AS , 
was  completed  in  October  1974.  As  a part  of  the  study,  a special 
damage  survey  collected  information  on  all  the  damage  occurring  to  tank 
barges  for  a one  year  period  (fiscal  year  1973).  In  addition,  the  views 
of  Coast  Guard  inspection  personnel  were  solicited  as  to  the  effectiveness 
of  various  design  and  construction  proposals  in  preventing  pollution  due 
to  the  observed  damage.  At  tha  same  time  a tank  barge  fleet  profile  was 
developed  to  identify  the  construction  features  of  individual  barges. 

As  part  of  this  study,  the  Maritime  Administration  contracted  Brelt 
Engineering,  Inc.  to  perform  a cost  analysis  of  the  various  design  and 
construction  alternatives  that  were  investigated. 
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Much  of  th«  information  and  tha  raaulta  of  tha  study  appeared  In  tha 
paper,  "Alternative  Inland  Tank  Barge  Dasigna  for  Pollution  Avoidance," 
which  waa  praaantad  to  tha  Sodaty  of  Naval  Archltacta  and  Marina 
Engineers  in  May  1974.  Tha  prasantatlon  of  this  papar  and  circulation 
of  tha  final  Tank  Bargs  Study  laport  affordad  opportunltlaa  for  cnnmsnt 
on  tha  study. 

Tha  1974  Tank  Bargs  Study  did  a vary  good  job  of  axaalulng  tha  altsmatlvaa 
that  night  ba  utilized  for  allavlatlng  oil  pollution  from  tank  bargaa. 

A by-product  of  tha  study  was  tha  comprahsnalva  flaat  profila  that  la 
now  malntalnad  for  tank  bargaa  by  tha  Coast  Guard.  Also,  tha  Ufa  cyda 
coats  data  ganaratad  for  the  various  design  and  construction  standards 
established  tha  costs  that  could  ba  expected  from  any  regulatory  action 
in  this  area. 

Tha  1974  study  did  not  adequately  establish  tha  need  for  new  design  and 
construction  standards.  Tha  pollution  data  available  during  tha  study 
period  was  of  marginal  quality  since  tha  coaprehenslve  Pollution  Incident 
Reporting  System,  PIRS,  having  only  bean  established  In  1971  was  still 
in  its  infancy.  Tha  data  was  incomplete  and  contained  a high  percentage 
of  unknown  sources  of  pollution.  Analysis  of  tha  data  indicated  that  a 
large  percentage  of  tha  oil  pollution  did  not  involve  hull  damage  and 
could  ba  curtailed  by  operational  controls.  Since  operational  controls 

I 

had  bean  required  in  early  1972  and  there  was  no  dear  evidence  of  a 

I 1 

need  for  costly  new  design  and  construction  standards,  regulatory  action 

in  this  area  was  left  pending.  Priority  was  given  to  tha  larger  problem 
of  tankshlp  pollution.  Public  attention  was  being  focused  on  this  area 

and  tha  potential  for  overall  pollution  reduction  was  greater. 
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The  1973  International  Convention  for  the  Prevention  of  Pollution  from 
Ships  wee  completed  In  Noveaber  1973  end  U.S.  implementation  of  these 
■ensures  had  to  be  completed.  Thus , fro«  the  aanagaaent  viewpoint  the 
ellocstlon  of  finite  resources  to  solving  the  tenkshlp  problem  wes  sore 
justified.  The  decision  wes  Bade  to  eddress  tenkships  et  thet  tiae 
rether  then  tank  barges. 

Discussion 

The  Coast  Guard,  in  accordance  with  the  Presidential  Initiatives,  allocated 
the  resources  to  evaluate  the  design,  construction  and  equipment  standards 
for  tank  barges  which  carry  oil.  Review  of  the  aaterlal  discussed  in 
the  background  section  Indicated  that  the  need  for  new  stendards  had  to 
be  thoroughly  investigated.  Due  to  the  limited  personnel  resources 
available  to  the  Coast  Guard  as  a result  of  the  ongoing  international 
and  domestic  pollution  prevention  effort,  it  was  decided  that  e contract 
would  be  awarded  to  study  the  pollution  and  casualty  information  for 
tank  barges.  The  objective  of  the  study  was  to  identify  the  magnitude 
of  the  tank  barge  pollution  problem  and  to  determine  the  causes  of  that 
pollution. 

On  13  July  1977  Automation  Industries,  Inc.  was  contracted  to  perform 
the  study  and  submitted  a final  report  number  CG-M-2-78 , "Tank  Barge  Oil 
Pollution  Study,"  in  February  1978.  The  sources  of  data  for  the  study 
were  the  Pollution  Incident  Reporting  System,  Commercial  Vessel  Casualty 
Raporting  System,  Inspected  Barge  File  and  District  Penalty  Files,  which 


r 
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an  all  Cout  Guard  data  ayataaa.  Iha  data  waa  ravlawad  for  varloua 
geographic  araas  to  davalop  a data  baaa  rapraaantlva  of  all  aapacta  of 
tank  barga  oparatlona.  Dlatrlct  Fanalty  Fllaa  vara  reviewed  to  verify 
tba  data  la  tha  Pollution  Inddant  Sapor  ting  Syataa. 

Tha  data  uaad  extended  ovar  a thraa  yaar  parlod  froa  1974  through  1976. 
Thaaa  vara  tha  aoat  racaat  yaara  for  which  coaplata  data  waa  aval lab la. 

Iha  validity  of  tha  data  waa  conaldarad  to  ba  auch  bat tar  than  that  uaad 
la  pravloua  studlaa  dua  to  tha  aaturlty  of  tha  PXRS  ay a tan  and  tha 
lncraaaad  aaphaala  placad  on  pollution  pravantlon  in  racaat  yaara.  This 
data,  ancoapaaalng  90S  of  tha  oil  voluaa  aplllad  froa  bargaa  and  7SZ  of 
tha  total  mabar  of  tank  barga  oil  pollution  Inddanta  during  that  thraa 
yaara,  enaurea  that  an  adaquata  baaa  waa  utlllcad. 

Tha  aaounta  of  oil  pollution  froa  all  aourcaa  In  and  around  U.S.  watara 
(1,149,796  barrala)  and  attrlbutad  to  vaaaala  (410,292  barrala)  ara 
ahown  In  Figuraa  1 and  2 for  tha  yaara  1975  and  1976.  Tha  aaounta  of 
pollution  vary  wldaly  froa  yaar  to  yaar.  Figuraa  1 and  2 glva  an  accurata 
plctura  of  tha  pollution  problaa  only  for  thoaa  2 yaara.  Tabla  1 ahowa 
tha  aaounta  of  pollution  froa  tankahipa  and  tank  bargaa  for  tha  yaara 
1971  to  1977.  If  tha  two  lndlcatad  cataatrophlc  tankahlp  Inddanta  ara 
raaovad  froa  tha  tankahlp  data,  tha  aaounta  of  pollution  in  and  around 
U.S.  watara  froa  bargaa  alightly  exceeda  that  froa  tankahipa.  Tharafora, 
oil  pollution  cauaad  by  tank  bargaa  in  and  around  U.S.  watara  la 
conaldarad  by  tha  Coaat  Guard  to  ba  algnlf leant. 
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Polluting  Inc&danta  in  and  Around  U.S.  Watera) 


TABLE  1 


The  Automation  Industries  study  analysed  the  173,971  barrels  of  oil 
spilled  by  barges  during  the  three  year  period  (1974-1976).  This 
analysis  shows  that  the  Coast  Guard  Is  faced  with  a two  part  problem. 

On  one  hand,  there  are  a large  nuaiber  of  saall  spills  resulting  from  oil 
transfer  operations  which  account  for  only  approximately  10X  of  the 
total  volume.  On  the  other  hand,  there  are  a small  nimber  of  Incidents 
which  occur  during  barge  transport  of  oil  that  spill  approximately  85Z 
of  the  total  volume.  This  spillage  Is  due  mainly  to  hull  damage.  These 
results  are  shown  in  Figure  3.  To  prevent  pollution  due  to  oil  It  will 
be  necessary  to  solve  the  problem  of  spillage  during  barge  transport. 

A need  for  further  regulatory  action  is  indicated. 

The  hull  damage  to  barges  is  attributable  to  many  causes.  Fleeting 
operations (making  up  of  the  barges  for  towing),  groundings  or  rammlngs 
are  typical  examples.  A substantial  portion  of  these  Incidents  may  be 
attributable  to  operator  error.'  However,  the  nature  of  barge  operations, 
especially  on  Inland  waters.  Is  such  that  "higher”  personnel  standards 
will  not  solve  the  problem.  The  margin  for  error  In  fleeting  operations 
and  navigation  on  the  Inland  waters  is  very  small.  It  can  reasonably  be 
expected  that  minor  hull  damage  will  continue  to  occur  in  this  environment. 

The  1974  joint  MARAD/Coast  Guard  study  examined  techniques  for  prevention 
of  oil  pollution  from  tank  barges  using  various  design  and  construction 
standards.  It  Is  estimated  that  approximately  90Z  of  the  pollution  due 
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to  hull  damage  could  b«  eliminated  If  the  entire  tank  barge  fleet  were 
converted  to  the  double  hull  (double  bottoms,  sides  and  ends)  design  and 
construction  stendard. 

Since  1970,  the  barge  Industry  has  utilised  the  double  hull  design  and 
construction  standard  for  many  of  the  berges  being  built,  from  1970  to 
1977  of  e total  of  601  tank  barges  built  which  were  certificated  for  the 
carriage  of  oil,  198  were  built  with  full  double  hulls,  120  were  built 
with  partial  double  hulls,  and  283  were  built  with  single  hulls. 

Figure  4 shows  the  trend  in  the  composition  of  the  tank  barge  fleet. 

Part  of  the  reason  for  this  change  to  a double  hull  standard  has  been 
the  desire  of  industry  for  increased  flexibility  in  the  barge  fleet. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  regulations  for  unmanned  barges  which  carry  certain 
bulk  dangerous  cargoes  (46  CFR  Part  151).  These  regulations  require 
double  hulls  for  certain  extremely  flaansble,  corrosive  or  unusually 
toxic  cargoes.  Building  double  hull  barges  insures  the  owner  that  it 
can  be  operated  in  either  the  oil  trade  or  dangerous  cargo  trade.  Part 
of  the  change  may  also  have  been  a voluntary  movement  by  industry  to  the 
double  hull  standard  for  oil  pollution  prevention  since  many  double  hull 
barges  ere  certificated  only  for  the  carriage  of  oil.  This  trend  has 
besn  consldsred  during  prior  decisions  on  tank  barge  design  and  construction 
standards.  For  a time  it  appeared . that  the  industry  might  voluntarily 
change  over  to  a double  hull  standard  and  solve  the  problem  without 
regulatory  action.  While  the  numbers  show  a significant  move  in  this 
direction,  regulatory  action  now  appears  necessary  for  a total  double 
hull  construction  standard  for  all  new  barges. 
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SINGLE  HULLS 


ncuu  4 SUSCHATTER  DRAROE  TYPE  CONSTRUCTION  TRENDS 

(Source:  Coast  Guard  Inspected  Vessel  Pile) 


The  1974  study  also  looked  at  costa  for  nav  construction  of  barges  with 
various  design  and  constuctlon  faaturas.  Table  2 shows  the  total 
Initial  construction  costs  for  the  various  alternatives  In  1974  dollars. 

These  costs  are  presently  being  updated  by  the  Maritime  Administration 
and  will  be  available  shortly.  The  cost  of  a double  hull  tank  barge 
would  be  from  26  to  80  thousand  dollars  more  than  for  a single  hull 
barge  of  comparable  else.  Part  of  this  cost  can  be  offset  by  the  reduction 
In  oil  pollution  clean  up  coats  that  will  result  from  the  use  of  double 
hull  tank  barges.  The  Coast  Guard  does  not  now  have  authority  to  require 
the  Industry  to  report  the  cost  of  clean  up.  When  federal  funds  are 
expended  from  the  Pollution  Pund  or  cost  Information  Is  voluntarily 
supplied,  cost  data  Is  available  In  the  PXRS  system.  Prom  1973  to 
1978  there  have  been  998  tank  barge  spills  of  over  100  gallons  which, 
from  the  Automation  Industries  study,  usually  Indicates  hull  damage. 

Cost  data,  (that  is  probably  Incomplete),  Is  available  for  only  156 
cases  of  the  998  total.  A total  of  $12,768,732.00  have  been  expended 
for  these  cases.  This  does  not  Include  cost  for  Coast  Guard  or  any 
other  federal  or  state  agency  personnel  Involved  In  these  pollution 
Incidents  and  may  not  Include  the  owners/  opsrators  additional  costs. 

The  Implications  for  savings  In  clean  up  costs  are  therefore  very  significant. 

The  1974  study  calculated  the  costs  for  retrofitting  the  existing  barge 
fleet.  The  total  cost  for  retrofitting  the  existing  barge  fleet  In  1974 
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(Source:  Joint  Coast  Guard/MARAD  1974  TANK  BARGE 


exceeded  $357  Billion.  This  figure  would  be  eubstentielly  higher  now. 

Sued  on  cheee  considerations, It  Is  obvious  that  the  huge  expenditure 
required  for  retrofitting  would  have  a disruptive  effect  on  the  Industry 
end  national  economy.  Consent a as  a result  of  the  1974  study  also 
suggested  that  retrofitting  could  create  many  structural  probleas  that 
were  not  previously  considered.  The  Coast  Guard  has  decided  that  requiring 
total  retrofitting  of  existing  barges  Is  not  a viable  solution. 

Figure  5 shows  the  distribution  of  the  single  hull  tank  barge  fleet  by 
age.  There  Is  a significant  number  of  barges  for  each  year  group  out 
to  40  years.  There  are  some  barges  Included  that  are  not  actually  used 
in  transporting  oil  and  these  will  be  Identified  by  a survey  which  has 
been  initiated.  However,  there  are  approximately  1800  single  hull 
barges  up  to  40  years  of  age  that  are  engaged  in  the  transportation  of 
oil.  To  alleviate  the  barge  oil  pollution  problem,  the  question  of  what 
to  do  with  existing  single  hull  tank  barges  must  be  answered.  An  early 
retirement  of  single  hull  tank  barges  may  be  necessary.  The  impact  of 
such  action  on  the  tank  barge  industry  and  the  national  economy  requires 
that  the  views  of  all  interested  parties  be  given  careful  consideration 
by  the  Coast  Guard. 

ACTION 

A regulatory  work  plan  has  been  prepared  for  developing  design  and 
construction  standards  for  tank  barge  pollution  prevention.  A proposed 
rule  will  be  published  for  new  tank  barges  to  require  double  hull  design 
and  construction.  At  the  same  time  an  advance  notice  of  proposed 
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nil— king  trill  b«  published  covering  existing  tank  barges.  The  purpose 
trill  be  to  solicit  ideas  as  to  how  existing  single  hull  tank  bargee  can 
beat  be  treated  to  reduce  pollution  due  to  hull  daaage.  A regulatory 
analysis  trill  be  prepared.  A lengthy  consent  period  trill  be  given  and 
public  hearings  on  the  Bast  Coast,  Vest  Coast,  Gulf  Coast  and  livers 
trill  be  held.  This  regulatory  action  was  included  in  the  Department  of 
Transportation  Regulations  Agenda  published  in  the  Federal  Register, 
Volume  43,  Mo.  106  - Thursday,  June  1,  1978. 
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